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ABSTRACT OF THESIS 
The ain of this thesis is to exninethe character an$ exploits of 
Robert Stewart, earl of"Orkney, son of James V,. lang`of=Scots, and a 
pan notorious in the history of Orkney and Shetland for oppreusion and 
©isrulo,. but one who has not, hitherto, had the single-minded attention 
of -a. detailed study. Ilia story is cxanined in the light of" the unusual 
political and constitutional relationship betweenhisbdomi: iions"and: "the 
crown, and with a view to re-evaluating the unprepossessing picture of 
him presented both by popular opinion in the Northern Isles and by pre- 
" viouk, examinatinn: of the major; it written evidence:: A 
The approach is largely: chronological, beginning with a study both 
of Robert Stewart's backgrounds and of the history of the islands he 
tras to rule. Particular note is taken of. the, links between the two 
provided at the outset by the political interests that various Scottish 
families, especially those represented; byOliver'Sinclair of Pitcairn/ 
Vhitekirk and Sir John Hellenden of Auchnoull, had both in the north 
cad in the baronies making up : the lands of Holyroödhouse" the ° cer. mender 
öf which Robert was granted in"infancy by his father. These links 
provide a political continuity, albeit tortuous, stretching back from 
Robert's rule as feuar and. earl to that of the ancient Sinclair earls 
whose rule had come to an end in 1470. 
This is followed by an analysis of the three main stages of Robert 
Stewart's-caseer in the "north, treating; of his'personal rulp'"and. that 
öf4hii half-brother, Laurence Bruce of Cultmalindiel in Shetland. 
Special-attention is paid to the disputes with central' government which 
punctuated' these stages- with the Regent Horton in the 157039 and 
vith: Uaitland of Thirlestane and Sir Lewis Bellendenýot. Auchnoull-afw 
decäd®' later. These in turn: furnish touch ©videncc of{a, mar&dotail dd 
nature regarding life in the islands. The penultimate chapter seeks 
to, examine the more personal aspects of Robert. Stewart''. again against 
the island background -his family, his possessions, ' his followers. 
It-is. noted that 'the story of Robert is only half the'history;, ofthe 
Stewart earldo, of Orkney, and the hope-is expressed that the thesis 
will open the way to a study of a figure whose popular image iss if 
anything9'even more sinister in, tho popular mind. of. tho'Northern: Ialen - 
Patri k Stewart, the ' second earl ý Robert's , 
son tý, 
The final chapter ; 
examines Robert's 'popular image' and looks at: the attitudes of previous 
observers to Robert and his times. x.. _... ý . .. _.,. 
The sources usod constitute a broad sweep over the whole of the 
writton, reccrds of the 16th century1 both. official, and'private,: printed. 
and manuscript. Of central importance have beenI the major government 
rocords - the registers of the great seal, privy; sealý, privy, councilj 
the acts of the Scottish parliaments, the registers of deeds and of 
acts and docreets, the treasurer's accounts, and the exchequer rolls; 
the Calm dar of Scottish Papers - correspondence and other ituns from 
Fraglich sources; the Records of the Earldom of Orkoneyt &r )indis- 
pensable scizrce book, which could furnish by itself the materials for 
ca adequate history of the Orkney of the-period;. a numberýof collect- 
ion$ of private papers, notably the Ballaiden Papers, a part of the 
Munisacnts of the Duke of Uoxburghe at doors Castle and the largest 
single, privato collection of relevant material - the correspondence in 
this collection, together with the printed letters of. Sir Patrick Vaus 
of, farnbarroch and of Adam Bothwoll, bishop of Orkney, help to give a 
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This work in the culmination of a line of historical enquiry suggested 
to we by my auporvisori Professor Donaldson. From the outset it had 
been my intention to study sane aspect of the history of the Northern 
Islea, and It was this suggestion that set we on the path contained 
within this theaiaj that and a consciousness of the comparative negles; t 
by island historians hitherto of this part of the early moderns poriod. 
Having myself strong family and ancestral links with Orkneys it is my 
earnest hope that this itüdy will make a contribution to the consider- 
able amount of work being done at present on late- and post-mediaeval 
Orkney and Shetland. 
In carrying out my research I have been indebted to a largo number of 
peoptö. It is unfortunately not possible to name that all individually, 
but of particular importance have been my-supervisors Prof. Gordon 
Donaldson; my colleagues on the staff of the Scottish Record Office, 
especially Dr John Imrie, Keeper of the Records of Scotland* and 
Dr Franncea Shaw; the archivists of the Orkney and Shetland Islands 
Councils Alison Fraser and Brian Smith; John Simpson of Edinburgh 
University; Dr Richard Fawcett of the Ancient Monum nts section of the 
Scottish Development Department; Peter Leith and the late Ernest 
Marwick; the duke of Rosburghe, for permission to study and copy the 
Bellenden correspondence; Mrs Heather Mitchell for her painstaking 
typing of the thesis; and my wife Jean for advice, support and 
encouragement* 
I declare that the work of this thesis is my own and that it has been 
composed by myself. 
ttý 
Peter Anderson 
I" ROBERT STEWART'S EARLY LIFE 
One 
ROBERT Stewart was born in the spring of the year 1533.1 His father 
was the king, James V; his mother was Euphemia, 24-year-old daughter 
of the first Lord Elphinstone. Nothing is directly known of their 
liaison. The time of Robert's birth might suggest that he was 
conceived some time in the course of the spectacular entertainments 
laid on for the king by the earl of Atholl; 
2 
while Pitscottie dates 
these to 15299 evidence in the treasurer's accounts, cited by Balfour 
Paul, suggests that they took place in September 1532.3 Unfortun- 
ately, the latter writer also points out that the evidence furnished 
by the relevant volume of the accounts - no. vi - does not permit the 
compilation of an itinerary for the king during the period of Robert 
Stewart's conception, or indeed during the whole of the years 1531-6. 
In view of this, the nature of most of the circumstances surrounding 
Robert Stewart's birth must remain largely conjectural. 
What can be said, however, is that the relationship between his 
parents was not a lasting one. Margaret Erskine, lady of Lochleven, 
had already borne the king the future earl of Moray two years before 
and she retained as much of James's faith as he was prepared to give 
any woman, since he was to seek her as his queen as late as 1536. 
Like the other mothers of James's illegitimate sons, Euphemia 
Elphinstone appears to have been little more than a passing fancy, 
1. See Appendix . 1..... 
2. Pitscottie, Historie, i, 335-8- 
3. TA, vi, p. xiii. 
4. Bingham, James V, King of Scots, 98. 
2. 
while Margaret Erskine remained, in Lindsay's words to the king, *the 
lady that lovit you best'. 
i Although a number of details are avail- 
able regarding the subsequent career of Robert's mother, these do not 
indicate any further involvement with the king. 
She was one of the nine mothers of James V's illegitimate child- 
ren whose identities are known. She was also one of the three for 
whom evidence of provision survives, the others being Elizabeth Shaw 
and Christian Barclay. On 2 April 1532, rather in the tradition of 
'The Jolly Beggar', Elizabeth Shaw was given ¬20 and the nurse's 
fee. 
2 
Christian Barclay received £20 in 1531 and livery in 1531, 
1532 and 1534.3 Robert's mother was given livery in 1536 and part- 
payment of a debt of C40 in the following year. 
/* 
No explicit evidence exists as to the circumstances of the 
king's illegitimate eons in their earliest years. Such documentation 
as is available, however, suggests that they spent them close to 
their mothers, as might be expected. Christian Barclay had her son 
with her in 1533 and 1534 and had probably looked after him since 
his birth. 5 Another unnamed son was stated in 1533 to be with 
'Mariouno Shaw', conceivably a relative of Elizabeth Shaw. 
6 
The 
closeness between Margaret Erskine and her son in after years 
suggests an early bond between them, 
7 
and the same can be said of 
1. Bingham, James V, King of Scots, 98. 
2. TA, vi, 10. 
3" I, 37,39,92,203. 
4. Ibid., 2059 262. 
5. Ibid., vi, 180,196. 
6. Ibid., 180. 
7. Lee, James Stewart, Earl of Moray, 18. 
3" 
later relations between Robert, his mother, and the family into which 
ehe married. 
Robert Stewart had eight half-brothers (on his father's side) of 
whom we have evidence. Of these the legitimate ones, James and 
Roberti died in infancy; so too, seemingly, did James tertius, son 
of Christian Barclay; 
i 
and the early years of Robert secundus and 
Adam are shrouded in deep obscurity, our only knowledge being the 
identity of their mothers. Those in whose companionship Robert 
spent his youth were James senior, son of Elizabeth Shaw, James 
secundus, son of Margaret Erskine, and John, the offspring of 
Elizabeth Carmichael. 
On 30 December 1534, Pope Clement VII set aside the obstacles to 
ecclesiastical preferment resulting from the defects of birth of these 
four boys. 2 Their father had first approached the pope in a letter of 
26 February 1533 on behalf of three unspecified sons - presumably 
Jameses senior and sect d_s, and John. 
3 
A second appeal must have 
been made following Robert's birth, because the final dispensation 
specifically included him. Hay Fleming says of this, 'James did not 
ask in vain, though he seems to have asked more than once before he 
obtained his desire'. 
4 
This is cited as evidence of the pope's 
reluctance to grant the king his wishes regarding his sons, try 
Fleming having previously quoted Ranke's opinion of Clement VII that 
1. See Appendix 2. 
2. Earl of Moray Muniments (HMC)vi, 670 
3. Hay Fleming, The Reformation in Scotland, 113-5" 
4. Ibid., 116. 
4. 
his personal conduct 'was remarkable for the blameless rectitude and 
moderation of its tenor'. However, more modern opinion emphasises . 
Clement's evident acquiescence in James's dealings with church places 
and property, 
I 
and it certainly seems more likely that any delay or 
hitch in the provision of the dispensation was caused simply by the 
birth of another son after his father's first approach to Rome. 
Moreover, these dealings which the pope was prepared to countenance 
appear to be governed by the most extraordinary interpretation of the 
provisions of the dispensation. 
According to the document of 1531, the first major milestone in 
the advancement of James's sons in the spiritual army was to be their 
receipt of the tonsure, at the age of six. It is interesting, there- 
fore, to note that the major promotions that James secured for his sons 
seem to fall at about the same time and in the same order that each 
of the young lads came of tonsorial age. James senior, born 
(according to the dispensation) about 1529, received the commends of 
Kelso on i April 1535, James sect dus, born about 1531, became 
prior of St Indrews. some time after 14 June 1538 
, 
when the king 
appointed its incumbent, Patrick Hepburn, to the bishopric of Moray. 
The king approached Paul III, Clement's successor, with a view to 
securing the abbey of Holyrood for Robert on 16 December 1538.44 At 
that date, Robert would still have been nearly six months from his 
sixth birthday and it is perhaps noteworthy that of the three boys 
1. Donaldson, The Scottish Reformation,, 19. 
2. James V Letters, 287- 
3. Ibid. , 3439 4. Ibid., 357. 
5" 
promoted at this time, he alone had dispensation sought for him in 
respect of age (as well, rather oddly, as defect of birth). Robert 
became coimnendator of Holyrood on 18 August 1539, 
John Stewart is an exception to the pattern. Stated in 1534 to 
be the same age as James secundus and in 15382 - consistently - to be 
two years older than Robert, he received no benefice on attaining 
tonsorial age. He was omitted from the tenendas clauses of the 1534 
grant of the lands of Douglas to James senior3 and that of 1536 to 
James secundus of the lands of Tantallon, 
4 
though the short-lived 
James t®_ s was included there. Not until 1538, when his father 
suggested him as an alternative candidate for Holyrood in the event 
of Robert being deemed, too young, was-there any reference to 
provision for him. 
5 Not until 1541, when he was in his ninth year, 
was he finally granted a pension from the bishopric of Orkneys6 and 
appointed prior of Coldingham. 
7 Howweverl the complet_, absence of 
any provision is perhaps telling in that it suggests strongly that 
something in him or his circumstances made him a genuine exception 
to the rules that the king was following in providing for his sons. 
This, and the fact that his education started at the same time as that 
of Roberts two years his junior, gives rise to the tentative suggest- 
ion that his youth was a sickly one, rendering a major grant to him 
unwise and setting back his upbringing by two years or so. 
1. Rr SS, H9 no. 3127. 
2. James V Letters, 357. 
3. RMS, His no. 1425. 
4. Ibid., no. 1620. 
5. James V Letters, 357" 
6. Ibid., 423- 
7- h, 426-7. 
6. 
Turning to more personal details of the rearing of these children, 
the most illuminating evidence is yielded by the treasurer's accounts 
in the form of itemised lists of stuffs for their clothing. In the 
case of each boy, the provision of material for clothes appears to 
herald the end of infancy. James senior first appears as a beneficiary 
in December 1533, when he would be approaching his fifth birthday. 
i 
James secundus was about seven when he received his first grant from 
the treasury, 
2 
as was Robert; 
3 John was two years older. 
4 
It may be 
that this meant that the boys had left their fosterages and joined the 
court of their father. There is some evidence to suggest that James 
seniorspent some time with his father in the mid-1530a. Material for 
clothing for him was sent to the king in Cupar in 15345 and Stirling 
in 1535.6 Unfortunately there is no similar information regarding 
his brothers. The treasurer's accounts do, however, indicate the 
nature of the next stage in the boys' upbringing. 
The dispensation of 1534 described the brothers James, James, 
John and Robert as 'scolarea' of the diocese of St Andrews. Though at 
that time perhaps a strange description of infants aged between one 
and three years, it was not to remain purely a formal title. King 
James, having followed the example of his father in the appointment 
of his illegitimate sons to important benefices, continued to do so 
with regard to their education (his own half-brother Alexander, Arch- 
1. TAB vi, 181. 
2. Ibid., vii, 89. 
3. Ibid., 265. 
4. Ibid., 312-4. 
5. Ibid., vi, 190. 
6. Ibid., 250. 
7. 
bishop of St Andrews, had studied under Erasmus). 
I 
Some time before 
November 15389 James senior, prior of Kelso, arrived in St Andrews. 
2 
By May of the following year he had been joined by James secundus. 
3 
In June 15409 Robert and John came too. 
4 
Although the purpose of the three boys' stay in St Andrews is 
known, the actual nature of their education there Is obscure. Since 
they are described as scholars of the diocese, it may be that they 
were tutored by members of the priory or cathedral clergy. It was 
admittedly not unheard of for individuals of such tender years to 
become undergraduates at this periods5 but in fact only James secundus 
and John are recorded as having matriculated and that not until 1545.6 
Whatever arrangements were made for their education, the king's 
sons were well looked after in St Andrews. They held servants both 
in common and individually. John Cairns, recipient in 1539 of the 
material to have a black gown, doublet and bonnet made for himself, 
was 'servitour to the Kingis grace sonis. 
7 
One of the Jameses had a 
cook, Thomas Durieq and Gavin Barbour was one of his servants. 
8 
Robert had a minstrel attending him' ,? and a servant called Thomas 
Carmichael. to The latter may have been related to the David and 
1. Mackie, King James IV of Scotland, 166. 
2. TAB vii, 103- 
3- Ibid., 163-4- 
4. Ibid., 312-4. 
5. Early Records of the University of St Andrews, pp. xxiv-v. 
6. Ibid., 252. 
7. TA, vii, 273-4. 
8, Ibid., viii, 6374- 
9. ibid., vii, 280. 
10. Ibid., viii, 93" 
8. 
Robert Carmichael who were to serve him in later years. 
The list of 'expensis debursit upoun my lordis the Kingis sonis' 
in June 1540 sheds most light on the material provision for the boys 
of all the references to them in the accounts of the treasurer. 
I In 
this, Lord James 'of Kelso' was provided for separately; the 17 ells 
of black satin delivered to the tailor Thomas Arthur were for his 
garments alone. Lord James of St Andrews, Lord Robert of Holyrood- 
house and Lord John were catered for together in several entries, 
though there were also a number of individual items relating either to 
Roberts John or the latter two together. Roberts for example, was to 
have made for him a doublet of black fustian at a total cost of six- 
teen shillings. A series of items provided for Robert and John, 
particularly one of £5 for two coffers to be transported to St Andrews 
in order to contain their clothes, suggests that this list of expenses 
covers the period of their first arrival in St Andrews, and that the 
two boys arrived together to join their brothers. 
The money spent on the boys was considerable, if the sums paid 
out on clothing are any indication. Roberts whose provision was by 
no means the greatest of the brothers, received more than E65 worth 
of clothes in three portions, in December 1539i June 1540 and February 
1541.2 The first of these gifts, perhaps in celebration of his advance 
to the dignity of commendator and the beginning of his formal education, 
was of £21.8s - worth of material for a single outfit, a magnificent 
1. TA, vii, 312-4. 
2, Ibid. * 265,3139 426. 
9. 
coat of red velvet, lined with yellow and faced in gold, with match- 
ing bonnet and shoes. Whatever its purpose, this costume seems to 
have been produced for some occasion, as the clothes sent to St 
Andrews, though more than adequate, seem somewhat more discreet. Not 
long after arriving in St Andrews, Robert was sent, among other 
material for the brothers, a black satin gown, coat and doublet, a 
shirt and a doublet 'for the wark day', with a coffer to put them in. 
In February of the following year, a servant on horseback brought to 
the city coats and doublets for John and Roberts three riding cloaks 
in black velvet, a 'spanze cloke' for John, eight pairs of hose and 
four silk hats. Details of later provision of this kind for the boys 
are less explicit, but at the time of their father's death Thomas 
Arthur, their tailor (who was also responsible for transport to the 
boys of the articles he made them),, was owed £305 'for claythis and 
other necessaris furnesit be him to the Kingis grace sonic'. Patrick 
Bell was at the same time owed £34.5s for 'furring is= ... to thair 
claithis'. 
I 
Little more is known about the young boys' period of education 
in St Andrews, but, as the presence of the riding cloaks among their 
wardrobes might suggest, it does not seem likely that their time 
there was one of cloistered study. Maurice Lee draws attention to the 
continuing links between James secundus and his family2 and indeed on 
15 June 1543i Robert Douglas of Lochieven was accused of having 
abducted his stepson 'furth of the ... abbay [of St Andrews] quhair 
1. TA, viii, 147. 





he was makand him reddy to cum with the remanent of his brether' to 
meet Arran, the Lord Governor. 
i 
In 15419 Robert's mother married 
John Bruce of Cultmalindie. 
2 Robert was eventually to become curator 
of Laurence, the child of that marriage, 
3 
and the activities of the 
pair were to be intimately connected for the whole of their adult 
lives. It seems certain therefore that periods of education must 
have been interspersed with fairly frequent visits to the family 
into which his mother had married, at their seat at Cultmalindie, 
five miles west of Perth. 
Two 
THE monastic foundations to which James secured promotion for 
his sons were among the wealthiest in Scotland. The priory of St 
Andrews was in fact the richest of all in terms of minimum income in 
1561, with a total of 012,500 per _4 By this criterion5 Holy- 
rood was fifth in Scotland with an annual income of E5"ß. 
6 
Kelso 
was seventh with ß, $30.7 lt is difficult to discern any pattern 
in the allocation of benefices to James V's sons. James sec_ uss. 
whose mother the king wished to marry did, it is true, receive the 
greatest of the benefices, but the income of James senior's two 
1. AADCP, 528, 
2. Fraser, The Lords Elphinstone of Elphinstone, i. 83- 
3- Acta Dominorum Concilii et Sessionia, xxix, 80. 
4. Easson, Mediaeval Religious Houses, 82, 
5. Ibid., Appendix III 'The Income of the Scottish Religious Houses: 
The Sources', by Gordon Donaldson. 
6. I_ d. " 75" 7. bid. * 59. 
II 
it, 
abbeys of Kelso and Melrose was little short of that of St Andrews. 
On the other hand, and for no discernible reason, the income of 
Robert's abbey of Holyrood was about half that of the houses to which 
his two brothers were presented, and John's appointment was to a 
priory whose minimum income in 1561 was a mere £2,6001 albeit supple- 
mented by the gift of a pension of 800 cnerks from the bishopric of 
Orkney. 2 The pattern of provision does not conform to the status of 
the boys' mothers= James senior and John were the grandsons of minor 
lairds, James sec undue and Robert of Lords Erskine and Elphinstone 
respectively. Also, with the possible exception of James secundus 
the pattern does not reflect any particular preference for one 
mistress against another. 
The provision for John gives rise to one interesting consider- 
ation. If the income of the priory of Coldingham was deemed so meagre 
that the portion allocated to the king's son had to, be supplemented by 
a pension, then presumably the sum set aside for him (and thus for 
each of his brothers) must have been equal to or greater than the sum 
of the pension, in this case 800 merke -a considerable sum. On the 
other hand there is no guarantee that the money for the boys' upkeep 
and education came directly from the institutions of which they were 
the nominal heads. However, it is possible that the sum appropriated 
by the crown from each of the houses was calculated on the assumption 
that it had to meet the needs of its youthful commendator as well as 
1. Easson, Mediaeval Religious Houses, 49. 
2. James V Letters, 623. 
12. 
those of his father (hence the need for a pension to supplement the 
income of a relatively poor house), and also in the knowledge that the 
boys on reaching maturity would be looking to the houses to provide 
their adult incomes. This last being the case, then it may be that 
the pension constituted a proportion of John's intended adult income 
rather than his upkeep as a child; but it has in the end to be 
admitted that the pension was a concrete sum pertaining to John person- 
ally as opposed to the priory revenues which pertained to him only as 
theoretical administrator of the priory. Perhaps we can on the whole 
assume that 800 merks represents a significant proportion of the sum 
provided for the maintenance of each of the boys. 
The problem with attempts to answer questions regarding the dis- 
position of the incomes of the great religious houses which were 
appropriated to crown use in this way is that nothing in the records 
of the exchequer gives us any clear-cut evidence of how much the crown 
derived from these houses or what was done with the money. It is 
generally accepted that James required these revenues to fill coffers 
gravely depleted by his mother, Margaret Tudor, and her second husband 
the earl of Angus, but no attempt has been made to analyse his receipt 
and disposal of them in detail, if indeed the nature of the exchequer 
records would allow this. Returning to the question of the income set 
aside for the king's sons, therefore, we can come to no certain con- 
clusion. The boys may have derived income from the houses of which 
they were commendators, but it seems quite possible given their common 
upbringing that a roughly equal sum was provided for each from central 
funds, their father receiving all the income due to them. In youth, 
therefore, the difference in the incomes of the abbeys and priories 
13. 
would mean little or nothing to the king's sons though it would become 
significant on their attaining majority and administering the funds 
for themselves. Whether their father thought in detail as far ahead 
as his sons) maturity is naturally not known, but it could be that 
financial provision for the boys was very much a secondary consider- 
ation beside the need for a means of securing money from the Scottish 
church. The boys may therefore have been invested, in order of age, 
as heads of whatever houses'fel'lvacant, or could be made vacant, as 
each reached tonsorial age. 
The avenue to the commenda of iiolyrood was opened to the young 
Robert by the death of James Nay, bishop of Ross, and the king's 
decision that his successor should be Robert Cairncross, the noted 
royal adviser who then held the abbey in commendam. In his letter 
of 15 December 1538, the king requested of Paul III that he declare 
the abbey vacant and grant the perpetual commendatorship to Roberts 
who was described as showing 'undoubted promise' despite being only 
in his fifth year. 
i 
The royal attention would be given to the ful- 
filment of that promise. In July the following year, Robert's co- 
adjutor was appointed in the person of Alexander )tyln, abbot of 
Cambuskenneth, who was also to act in the same capacity for James 
a secundus. On 18 August 15399 Robert was admitted to the temporalities 
of the abbey. 
3 l: 
1. James V Letters, 357- 
2* Ms ii, no. 3096. 
3, I_ , no. 3127. 
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Alexander Myln was an 'outstanding'I abbot of the old, pre-reforn.. 
ation school. Like Robert Reid, his near-contemporary and successor 
as president of the new College of Justice, he sought reform of the 
church by the revivifying of (in Myln's case monastic) practice and 
organisation. Like Reid, his approach was essentially conservative, 
seeking revival of the church's energies by the overhaul of institut- 
ions rather than re-appraisal of its priorities. 
2 His main con- 
tribution to this was made during periods as clerk of the chapter of 
Dunkeld and as abbot of Cambuskenneth, before he became a full-time royal 
official. He took his position as administrator of Holyrood and St 
Andrews seriously. He prevailed upon the king to write to Rome on 
5 June 1540 to secure for him permission to set the lands of Holyrood 
in tack, 
3 
a co-adjutor having no power under canon law to alienate 
immovables. 
The picture of Myln given in R. Richardson's Exegesis of the Rule 
of St Augustine4 suggests a man of great spiritual worth as well as an 
able administrator, and it seems hardly possible that he took at face 
value the king's pretexts for his policy towards the abbeys as given in 
his letters to the pope. Kelso, for example was in an exposed position 
and required a 'strong controlling power' for which the royal blood was 
necessarys5 the desire to appoint one of his sons to the commendator- 
ship of the priory of St Andrews arose out of James's being 'profoundly 
1. Easson, Mediaeval Religious Houses, 31- 
2e See treatment of contrast between reforms in Orkney of Reid and 
Adam Bothwell in G. Donaldson, 'Adam Bothwell and the Reformation 
in Orkney', SCCHS, xiii (1959)9 85- 
3* James V Letters, 399-400. 
4. Cited by Aeneas Macmaster in 'Alexander Myln of Cambuskenneth", - 
DNB, xiv, 2. 
5. James V Letters, 343. 
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exercised about the firm foundations of the church in Scotland at an 
unhappy period'; 
1 
Coldingham was wanted for his son John to check 
'dangerous communication of new doctrines unfavourable to the Roman 
see'. 
2 However it may be that he genuinely believed that royal appro- 
priation of monastery revenues would be no more than the price to be 
paid for the protection provided by direct royal control. 
The possessions of the abbey of Holyrood, spiritual and temporal, 
were concentrated in two main areas. The smaller of these, consisting 
of the barony of Dunrod and the appropriated churches of Twynholm, 
ßalmaghie, Kirkcormack, Kelton and Ur, 
3 
lay on the Solway coast around 
Kirkcudbright. These possessions pertained to the abbey by virtue of 
the twelfth century donation of Fergus of Galloway and Uchtred, his 
4 
son. 
The other main group, much the larger and more important, stretched 
in a crescent round Edinburgh from Airth in the west to Whitekirk in 
the east. It consisted of the four baronies of Kerse, Ogleface, 
Broughton and Whitekirk and embraced also the churches of Falkirk, 
Kinnil, Livingston,, Carriden, Corstorphine, St Cuthbert, Liberton, 
Mount Lothian, Tranent and Dolton and Hara. 
5 As in the more southerly 
areal all the churches had become Holyrood property at a very early 
date in the monastery's historyl Airth, Corstorphine, St Cuthbert, 
1. James V Letters, 343 .. -= 
. 
2. Ibid., 426* 
3. Ian B. Cowan, 'The' Appropriation of Parish Churches', Atlas of 
Scotland c. 400 - c. 1600,37i 147. 
4. ERS, i, 253- 
50 Historical Atlas of Scotland, 37i 147. 
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Liberton and Yhitekirk had been in the possession of the abbey since 
the 12th century and had been part of the grant of David I. 
t 
At the heart of the Holyrood lands lay Broughton and the Canon- 
gate. Broughton was the barony whose jurisdiction extended over all 
the monastery temporalities around Edinburgh, the Canongate the burgh 
which David I had given the Augustinian canons of Holyrood permission 
to found between their abbey and the burgh of Edinburgh. Broughton 
had been elevated into a regality by David 11's confirmation of the 
original charter in 1343,2 and this jurisdiction extended to other, 
Holyrood baronies. 
' 
Nominally part of the barony of Broughton, the 
Canongate enjoyed a fair degree of autonomy. At a date unk. own, the 
monastery had renounced in favour of the community of the burgh the 
right of electing their own bailies and council. 
4 
The regality and 
barony court of Broughton also functioned as the Canongate burgh 
court. 
5 
Besides the Canongate the barony of Broughton embraced the burgh 
of Broughton itself, on the road from Edinburgh to Leith, and the 
neighbouring lands of Pilrig and Inverleith; to the south of the 
Canongate lay the adjoining lands of the Pleasance and St Leonards 
and ranged round the capital were the lands of Saughton, ßonnington, 
Wrightslands and others, as well as Slipperfield in the sheriffdom of 
Peebles. 
I. Lawrie, Early Scottish Charters, 116. 
2. RAtS, ii, no. 337- 
3. See Canonclate Court Book, where the regality of Broughton is some 
times referred to as that of ifolyrood. 
4. Ibid., p. viii. 
5. Ibid., 1. 
17. 
The barony of Kerse had its centre between the lower reaches and 
estuaries of Carron and Avon; Kerse castle lay to the south of the 
meanders of the Carron about a mile from the Forth. Beyond the Carron 
lay the lands of Grange, Letham and those of Airth, spiritual and 
`- temporal. To the east of the Avon were the Church lands of Kinneil 
and Carriden. The barony extended from the Forth southwards to 
Falkirk where it bordered on the barony (if Ogleface and the Livingston 
family's lands of Callendar. Whitekirk, the abbey's other and historic 
barony lay on the North Sea coast a few miles north-west of Dunbar. 
1 
Naturally enough) the career of Robert Stewart brought hid into 
important contact with people whose roots lay in the area of abbey 
lands. The Menteiths of Saltcoats, Kerse and Randyfurd furnished him 
with followers, as did the Bruces of Clackmannan, near-relatives of 
the Bruces of Airth. 
2 Whitokirk had been in the possession of Oliver 
Sinclair of Pitcairn, Jaynes V's favourite, since January 153993 only 
a few months before Robert became cormaendator. Sinclair was closely' 
related to the late earls of Orkney and maintained strong interests 
in the Northern Isles. His wife was Katherine Bellenden, sister of 
Sir John Bellenden, the justice-clerk, and mother by a previous 
marriage of Adam Bothwell, later bishop of Orkney. The Bellendens 
were to acquire a strong interest in the lands of Broughton, which 
were ultimately erected into a temporal barony on their behalf. 
1. See Appendix 3. 
2. See Armstrong, The Bruces of Airth and their Cadets, 29. 
3. RSS, ii, no. 2857. 
i8. 
Three 
RESPONSIBILITY for the upbringing of the king's illegitimate 
sons would seem to have rested ultimately with the king himself. On 
his death, it was assumed by Arran, the Lord Governor, though as will 
be seen the Queen Dowager also appears to have taken some interest in 
the boys' welfare. When Robert Erskine of Lochleven was accused in 
June 1543 of the abduction of his wife's son, it was Arran the boys 
were being prepared to meet. 
i 
In August 1546 Robert and James senior 
were present in parliament. 
2 
In 1545, the year of their coming of age, 
' 
James secundus and John matriculated at the University of St. Andrews. 
Cn March 20 of Robert's year of maturity, 1547, a letter was 
despatched in the Queen's name to Edward VI of England requesting a 
safe-conduct through his realm for the young Robert in the care of 
John Hamilton, bishop of Dunkeld, with a retinue of 60 persons. 
4 
Robert's destination was 'the schools' in France, where it was thought 
expedient that he should be 'virtuously nourished instructed and brou- 
ght up in good letters'. 
This journey through England was never made, indeed it may well 
be that the application for safe-conduct was sent only because it was 
thought that the death of Henry VIII two months before might result 
in some mitigation of England's aggressive policy towards Scotland. 
1. ADCP, 528. 
2. APS, i, 466-79. 
3. Early records of the University of St Andrews, 252. 
4. CSP Scot, i, 3. 
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This was not to be; English attitudes remained unchanged, the battle 
of Pinkie took place six months later, and Robert's journey was post- 
poned until July 1548 when he departed by sea from Dumbarton with his 
sister. The application to the English king is noteworthy in that it 
was sent before any French marriage or consequent trip abroad was 
planned-for the young Mary. It suggests that when John, James secunduu 
and Robert accompanied their sister to France it was for the purposes 
of education, or at any rate not merely to provide companionship for 
the queen. 
In accordance with the act of parliament governing the departure 
of clerks from the realm, Robert was granted licence to leave Scotland 
on It July 15481 he being 'of fervent desyre and mynd to exerce his 
youtheid studying in lettiris, in Bude maneris'. James secundus and 
John3 went too. Robert's immediate companions, to whom the licence 
extended, were John Elphinstone, 'parson of Invernochty, David 
Carmichael, vicar of Dunrod, Robert Carmichael and Andrew Callendar. 
Robert Carmichael, later of Wrightslands, was the young commendator's 
chamberlain (his brother James Carmichael was to administer affairs 
in his absence), 
4 
David Carmichael had been presented to his vicarage 
the previous year in what must have been one of Robert Stewart's 
first nominally independent actions I5 and Andrew Callendar was to 
receive a tack of the lands of Bowhouse soon after his master's return 
1. PSS, iii, no. 2849. 
2. Doughty, 'Library of James Stewart, Earl of Moray 1531-70' 
(IR), xxi, 18. 
3. A. Fraser, Mary' Queen of Scots, 31, (Weidenfeld and Nicolson 
edition; , 
1969) .- 
4. Dumfries Writs, SRO refs. GD. 179, Box 2, 'Pilrig Titles', 1506- 
1639- 




Also among his companions was James Stewart, son of 
the late abbot of Dryburgh. 
2 
The exact nature of his education in France is unknown, though 
it is possible that he studied with his brothers under Peter_Ramua, 
the noted French humanist scholar. 
' 
The latter was an 'old school 
friend' of Charles, cardinal of Lorraine, brother of Mary of Guise, 
and it would seem that the dowager was showing the same concern for 
her husband's sons as she did for their illegitimate sister Jean whom 
she cared for 'almost as though she were her daughter'. 
In the years following his return, from 1551 to 1557, Robert 
Stewart's life appears to have been without great incident. He was 
present at meetings of the privy council at Stirling on 20 March 1552 
and again at Perth on 16 May the following year I5 but apart from this 
references to him in this period consist almost entirely of legal 
documents of one kind or another, and their venues suggest that he 
remained close to the court. Indeed the only evidence, apart from 
the privy"council references, of his being anywhere other than Holyrood, 
the' Canongate or Edinburgh consists of a deed registered at 
Stirling (at court) on 7 April 1553,6 and a letter of pension to 
George Towers of Inverleith dated at Kirkcudbright on 15 November 1554.7 
1. Charters of Holyrood, 157- 
2* Register of Deeda, 1st series), i, 421. 
3. See Appendix 4. 
4. Marshall, Mary of Guise, 73- 
5- RPC, i, 119,141. 
6. A_, 620. 
7. Charters of Holyrood, 159. 
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Not long after his return from France, he appears to have experi- 
enced some difficulties in connection with the administration of the 
abbey. On 30 September 1552 Robert Carmichael, his chamberlain, was 
ordered by the lords of council to hand over 'jowellis' of the abbey - 
copes, a chasuble, a cross, 'ane tystour of silver ourgilt with gold', 
and other items - and Robert found surety that he would do so. The 
following day Carmichael duly handed them over and in return Robert, 
John, archbishop of St Andrews, and William, commendator of Culross, 
agreed to pay Carmichael all money resting owing 'at the fute of his 
compt'. 
1 
The incident suggests that Carmichael was restive as a result of 
outstanding debts owed to him, and had acquired his own irregular form 
of security. The same motive may account for behaviour which led to 
the action of 20 December of the same year in which the Queen Regent 
demanded delivery of the letter of tack granted to her by commendator 
and chamberlain the previous May of the fruits of the abbey resting 
owing of the crop of 1551 and previous years. Carmichael had been 
employed to draw up the document but 'wrangouslie posponis to mak 
deliverance of the samen without he be compellit'. Ile was ordered 
to hand over the deed or to show good cause for not doing so. 
2 
This 
he presumably did as nothing further was heard of the matter, but 
Carmichael was again reported as being in possession of 'jowellis' as 
late as July 1554.3 After this date, he is no longer designated 
1. ADCP, 617-18. 
2. Acts and Decreets, vi, . 5851 ADCP, 
619- 
3- ADCP,. 635. 
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chamberlain, though he remained in Robert Stewart's service till at 
least 1559.1 In 1555 Sir James Danielaton held the office, 
2 
and the 
following year Henry Drummond of Riccarton. 
3 
The abbey of"llolyrood had been in poor condition ever since its 
sack by the English in 1543. Among the powers specified in a further 
tack of the fruits of the abbey granted to the Queen Regent by Robert 
in 1553, was that of choosing a waster of work for its repair. )lore- 
over the past administration of the lands had apparently not been all 
it should have been, since the same document stated that the patrimony 
had been 'hevelie' hurt by 'feus, long tacks and acquittances'. 
4 
Other documents relating to his administration of the abbey 
consist of the expected charters, tacks, bonds, legal letters and 
presentations to benefices. The most noteworthy of the land grants 
is one to Arran of the barony of ferse on i October 15529 a deed 
witnessed by, among others, Patrick Bellenden. 
5 He also granted a 
charter on 3 July 1552 to John, Lord Borthwick, of the lands and 
barony of Whitekirk apprised from Oliver Sinclair and his wife, 
6 
though Sinclair must afterwards have succeeded in redeeming the 
barony as he was still in possession of it as late as 1570 when he 
was involved in litigation regarding it with Gilbert and Sir James 
to Rs, iv, no. 1385, 
2. Register of Deeds (1st Series), i, 123. 
3. `, ii, 57- 
4. _, 620-1. 
5. Charters of Holyrood, 276,288. 
6. Laing Charters, 157, no: 600 (Precept, Rutherford of Edgerston 




As superior of the burgh of the Canongate", Robert granted 
letters In, 1554 permitting the crafts of cordiners and tailors to 
extend their powers to the craftsmen of Leith, and the cordiners in 
addition received permission to erect an altar to Saints Crispin and 
Crispinian. 2 The following year he contributed 500 merke to the 
haif- 
tocher of his illegitimate/sister Jean, betrothed to the son of the 
earl of Argyll. 
3 
While the surviving evidence of Robert's life in his late teens 
and early twenties is not especially illuminating as to the growth of 
his character and political views, events were taking place during 
the period whose culmination would give him the chance to demonstrate 
his character in an active role. In the winter of 1555-6. John Knox 
returned to Scotland for the first time since his exile after the 
siege of St Andrews (the latter event is one which the young Robert 
and his brothers might well have witnessed). Among the members of 
the Scottish nobility whom he persuaded towards Protestantism was 
James secundun, whose education would seem to have made him a recept- 
ive listener to Knox's ideas. 
4 
For various reasons, however, Robert's brother remained for the 
time being an adherent of the Queen Regent; the active part that he 
was to play on behalf of the new religion and an English alliance was 
1. Canongate Court Book, 132-3" 
2. Canon ate Privileges 27; Charters of Holyrood, 290,292. 
3. Register of Deeds' (ist series q iq 123- 
4. Doughty, 'Library of James Stewart, Earl of Moray', passim . 
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to come later. 
i Ilia change of heart when it came was to lay him open 
afterwards to charges of treachery. Whatever the justice of defences 
of it (such as that of Maurice Lee) 
2 it constituted a very distinctive 
course of action. Thus when Robert is found in support of his 
brother both before and after the latter's change of political direct- 
ion, the extent of the older man's influence on the younger becomes 
apparent. 
In August 1557 in James's 'initial venture ... Into high politics', 
' 
he, Robert and Lord Home conducted a raid into Northumberland on the 
Regent's behalf. ' The exploit was unsuccessful, the Scots having to 
withdraw in the face of a large English army assembled by the earl 
of Northumberland. For eighteen months or so, James Stewart played 
a cautious game, but a growing belief that it was the Regent's 
intention to crush Protestantism convinced him of the necessity for 
direct action against her. Robert followed him. 
Robert remained close to the centre of politics, being present 
in parliament in November 1558.5 Although he does not appear to have 
played any important part in the policy decisions of the Lords of the 
Congregation, he was at the meeting of the Lords with Arran at 
Hamilton in September 1559 and subscribed letters sent by them to the 
to M. G. Jam tew`_ Earl of Moray, 26-39- 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid., 27- 
4. RidpathI I, The----Border; : History of England and Scotland, 585-6. 
50 APS, ii, 503" 
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Regent on the 19th. 
1 He attended subsequent gatherings at Stirling 
and Linlithgow and witnessed the forcible entry of Congregation forces 
into Edinburgh. He subscribed another Congregation letter to the 
Regent on 19 October and was present at the siege of Leith and the 
'deposition' of the Regent. On 31 October, during a 'black week'2 
for the Congregation, he earned himself an honourable mention in 
Knox's Histo .3 The French had attacked and captured the Congre- 
gation's heavy artillery on the road to Leith. Rumours that they 
had then penetrated as far as Leith Wynd sent the Congregation's 
supporters into a fleeing turmoil, Sir John Bellenden the justice-- 
clerk being among the 'feeble' who fled. After Argyll had managed 
at length to stop the flight, it was Robert who led the Congregation's 
forces as they issued Furth of the West Port in a counter-attack. 
The following day he was on the Calton Hill as two pieces of artillery 
were mounted from which several shots were fired at the Regent's 
4 
besieged forces. 
Little more than a week later, however, he had 'shamefully sub- 
mitted'5 to the Queen Regent. At the time he was apparently alone in 
this, though by the turn of the year, several others had joined him, 
including Lord Ruthven and the abbot of Dunfermline. 
6 
It is not 
possible to account with any degree of certainty for Robert's change 
1. Report by Do La Brosse and D'Oysel on Conditions in Scotland. 
119. 
2. Lee s Jame! Stewart, Earl of Moray, 53- 
3, Knox, history of the Reformation i, 260. 
6. Report by Do La Brosse and D'Oysol on Conditions in Scotland, 
120, 
5. CSP i, 267. 
6. Ibid., 290; Papal Negotiations with Mary, 418. 
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of allegiance. It could simply be that this was the first evidence of 
the undoubted untrustworthiness which helps to explain the uniformly 
poor opinion which observers were later to express of him. Fortified 
Leith was proving too strong for the besieging forces and French 
successes made the future of the reformers seem much less assured in 
November 1559 than it had done a month before. 
On the other hand, however, the observer who described Robert's 
conduct as 'shameful' - Thomas Randolph - was of course an Englishman 
and thus hardly likely to look kindly on anyone who deserted his 
country's favoured cause. Moreover the whole situation was naturally 
a complex one in which politics, religion, personalities and personal 
rivalries were intermingled. While Robert might have supported his 
brother as leader of the Congregatibn, this by no means guaranteed 
that he had similar feelings towards the Ifamiltons, and indeed his 
behaviour in later months suggests that he was no friend of the young 
Arran. Later too, he was to state that he had been unwilling to 
support the formal deposition of the regent on 1 October 1559, and it 
would seem reasonable to infer that thereafter he become more and more 
disaffected from the cause of the reformers. The Congregation's 
intended replacement of Mary of Guise with a committee in which two of 
the key positions were held by ChatelheraUlt and his son could hardly 
be expected to appeal to Robert. 
On 8 February 1560, he gave evidence in the inquiry into the 
'treason' of Arrant bearing witness to the participation of the earl 
in action in which he himself had taken a hand. Most notably he 
27. 
testified to having seen Arran append his signature to the letters 
which he had himself signed.! lie said little regarding his own 
motives or views apart from an assertion that he had not wished to 
consent to the deposition of the regent. 
At the end of March, the English invaded Scotland. Robert went 
to Leith with the Frenchman D'Oysel, Lord Seton, the archbishop of 
Glasgow and others and remained there for some time during the English 
siege of the port. 
2 By the second week in May, however, he had 
deserted Mary of Guise's forces and he signed a ratification of the 
treaty of Berwick at the Congregation's Leith camp on the 10th. 
3 
The English generals regarded his change of side as of little military 
or political significance. 
4 
Again the reasons for the change are 
obscure; it is tempting to see it purely as the result of the 
recovery of the Congregation's cause with the direct intervention of 
the English$ and by the fatally worsening position of the regent, 
both in politics and in health, but other factors in the political 
situation had changed too. If Robert had objected to the extent of 
the challenge to established order represented by the deposition of 
the regent, then he might have been persuaded back to the Congreg- 
ation by the undertaking in the bond signed at Leith on 26 April 1560 
which (under pressure from potential supporting bodies such as the 
1. Report by Do La Brosae and D'Oysel on Conditions in Scotland, 
119. 
2. Diurnal of Occurrents, 274- 
3,, Knox, histo of the Reformation, 1,308. 
4. CSP Scot i" 407- 
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burgh of Aberdeen)' emphasised obedience to lawful sovereigns. 
Whatever his motives; his 'shameful' behaviour does not appear 
to have harmed his reputation too greatly; he obviously still 
retained some standing in public affairs. He signed the letter from 
the lords of Scotland to Elizabeth thanking her for her support; 
2 
His religious views do not appear to have changed despite his polit- 
ical manoeuvrings, and in parliament in August he was described as 
'one of those who had renounced popery', and was stated to be among 
those to be sent in a special thanksgiving delegation to the English 
queen. Indeed Randolph in a letter to Cecil expressed the hope that 
Lord Zierries and Robert Stewart would be the ambassadors for reasons 
that 1your honour shall shortly learn from Lethington or met, 
4 
but 
which were unfortunately never-disclosed. The selection was con- 
firmed some days lateri but in the end Robert, did not go to England. 
There seems some doubt as to whether he was in the end selected for 
the delegation. Keith is of the opinion that he was, but he 
'probably left the trouble of the journey to others*. 
5 A letter from 
Randolph to Cecil of August 19 agreed that he was appointed to the 
'viage'6 but another dated six days later stated that he was not in 
final choice of ambassadors, but was nonetheless very willing to go 
south to meet the queen.? 
1. Donaldson, James V- James VII, 101= Aberdeen Burgh Records, 
i, 322. 
2. CSP Scot, i, 450. 
3. Ibid., 460. 
4. t iä , 462. 
5. Keith, Affairs, iii, 9 and n. 
6. CsP Scot, i, 466.7- 
Ibid, 9 470. 
a9. 
When this momentous assembly was over, Robert appears to have 
slipped into the background. After a reference to his being at Holy- 
rood on 23 August 1560,1 there is no further evidence of his activit- 
ies until August the following year when he was at Leith to meet his 
sister Mary on her return from France. Willing enough to play a 
part of sorts in times of active campaigning, or to append his name 
to an important document beside those of other notable men, he does 
not seem to have been thought worthy of any regard when it came to 
everyday administration in the delicate position in which Scotland 
found herself as a result of the victory of the Congregation. 
Whatever his activities after the parliament of 1560, it is not 
until a year later that he again comes into view, this time for an 
extended period which gives a more rounded picture of the character 
sketched in by events hitherto. 
1. RMS. iv, no. 2380. 
2. SCOTLAND AND THE NORTH1 N ISLES, 1468-1564 
One 
ON 5 April 1541, James V wrote to the pope, Paul: III9 recommending 
Robert Reid as bishop in 'the scattered isles in the polar ocean's 
Among the reasons he gave for putting forward a strong, able and 
trusted royal servant was that the neglect of previous bishops had 
led to the unsatisfactory observance not merely of the true religion, 
but also of the laws, 'for there the episcopal authority usually 
comes next after that of the king'. While it is never wise to place 
implicit trust in James's submissions to the pope - witness his 
letters on behalf of his sons - this reference to the position of 
the bishopric in the islands is an expression of a longstanding 
attitude of Scottish kings to the question of political power in 
the islands. 
The bishops had long been agents of a growing Scottish influence 
in Orkney and Shetland, beginning well before the events of 1468-9 
and to some extent transcending them. By the last quarter of the 
fourteenth century, the bishops seem already to have been beyond the 
control of the Norwegian crown. In 1379, iahen Henry Sinclair of 
Roslin was presented as earl, he was compelled to swear an oath that 
he would not 'enter into or establish any friendship' with the 
bishop. 2 From 1384 the bishops were Scotsmen and it was almost 
certainly the first of these, Robert Sinclair, who was responsible 
1. Jemen V Letters, 423- 
2* LEOr 23-49 no. xi. 
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for the see of Orkney following Scotland's lead in recognizing the 
Avignon papacy in the Great Schism. 
i 
This in turn would seem to have 
resulted in the obscure shift of allegiance by the see from Nidaros 
to St Andrews, confirmed in the bull elevating St Andrews to metro- 
politan status a century later. 
2 
The appointment of Thomas Tulloch 
in 1420 brought another notable change in favour of Scottish influ- 
ence; the substitution, in Orkney at least, of Scots for the native 
Norn tongue in legal and administrative documents. 
3 Under the 
influence of Tulloch and others the influx of Scottish churchmen 
became so strong that in Orkney 'not only was there not a single 
Norse ecclesiastic after 14509 but not even a native of the Orkneys 
or Shetlands'. 
The earldom, though held by Scottish families from 1232 onwards, 
did not further Scottish influence to anything like this extent. The 
Angus and Strathearn lines consisted of 'absentee shadow earls. and 
even the Sinclairs often let their personal interests in Scotland take 
precedence over their northern affairs, as in the case of the second 
earl Henry and earl William. 
6 
Earl Henry I9 far from making friends 
with the bishop, bishop Williams appears to have compassed his death, 
in 1382.7 However, given Henry's other activities - the murder of 
)hlize Sperra, a Norwegian rival for the earldom, the building of the 
1. Kolsrud, Den norske Kirkes Erkebiskoper og Biskoper indtil 
Reformationen, (Diplomatarium Norvegicum xvii) 300. 
2. Diplomatarium Norvegicum, vii, 475. 
3. Marwick, The Orkney Norn, xxii. 
4. Brf gger, Ancient 
EmEmigrants, 
184. 
5. Clouston, Histor of Orkn p 229. 6. Ibid: , 241 9 244 et ! etc . 
7. mid. " 236. 
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massive castle of Kirkwall in contravention of the undertakings at 
his installation - the killing of the bishop would seem to have been 
aimed at strengthening the earl's own power rather than demon- 
strating any allegiance to Norway. The Norwegian king had in fact 
felt it necessary to impose certain restrictions on the Sinclair 
earls besides those regarding fortification and relations with the 
bishop. Henry Sinclair had to undertake that he would not $raise 
or begin any war, litigation or dissension' that might cause damage 
to Norway; that he would not violate any truce or peace made with 
other countries by the king; that he would 'assume in no manner of 
way' --to 
himself,, the lands of his lord the king. 
l 
In the fifteenth century, therefore, the earldom still provided, 
as it had done in the days of Harald Fairhair and later those of 
Sverri, victor of Flurovoe, a small but strong semi-independent 
sphere of influence for who ever succeeded in establishing power 
there. It was a stronghold which was only ever mastered by military 
intervention on a major scale. This had been demonstrated more than 
once in the Saga time, and events were to show that it was still true 
in the years between 1469 and 1614. 
It is scarcely to be wondered ate then, that when James III, 
finally gained a measure of formal control over the ialandsg he 
effectively abolished the independent earldom by compelling William- 
Sinclair in 1470 to part with It in exchange for land at Ravenscraig 
is REO, 26, no. xi. 
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in Fife. i As we shall see this certainly did not mean that the 
Sinclair interest in Orkney came to an end and as Barbara Crawford 
has pointed out, 
2 
earl William did far better out of his excambion 
with the king than has previously been thought. However, as Dr Crawford 
also makes clear, earl William'slong-standing preparations fora crown 
takeover, and the considerable concessions he secured, indicate that 
he had long thought royal intervention inevitable. In February 1472 
the earldom of Ortmey and lordship of Shetland were annexed to the 
crown, with a prdviso that they were not to be alienated except to 
legitimate offspring of the monarch. 
' 
A decisive policy such as this was of course necessary for other 
reasons. The hold which the Scottish crown had established over the 
islands was even weaker than King Hakon's had been when he had sought 
to put limitations on the power of earl Henry. For one thing, after 
the events of 1468-9, the islands were hold in pledge only; for 
another, so long as the earldom remained a separate entity, holding 
its lands in the islands of the crown, the mainstays of royal 
control were an overlordship which was difficult to enforce, and a 
measure of direct control extending only over 'Old Kingsland' - the 
old private property-lands of the kings of Norway confiscated from 
the Orkney 'island-beards' after the battle of Floruvoe in 1194.4 
The Scottish king's power was greater in Shetland, which had been 
1. RIIS' ii, no. 996. 
2. Crawford, 'The Earldom of Orkney and Lordship of Shetlands A 
Re-interpretation of their Pledging to Scotland in 1468-70', 
Saga Book, xvii (1969), 156. 
3. APSE ii, 102. 
4. Marwick, Orkney Farm-Names, 192. 
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under the direct control of his Scandinavian predecessors since that 
date, but this was not enough. James III established direct control 
over the earldom lands and embarked on a policy of leasing them out 
to tacksmen for administrative purposes. Understandably, the first 
two of these were bishops, William Talloch and Andrew Painter, who 
held the tack successively from 1474 to 1488.1 
The crown policy of employing the bishops-as administrators did 
not remain unchallenged for long, however. The first threat came 
quite soon in the form of the activities of Henry, Lord Sinclair, 
grandson of earl William. He is first mentioned, in the exchequer 
account of 1485, as renter of the lordship of Orkney and Shetland 
sub reverendo patre Andrea episcopo eiusdem. ` In 1486-7 the accounts 
bear no name (unlike all the previous years-from 1474), but again in 
1488 Henry Sinclair is styled 'intromitter'. Finally, in 1489, he 
became undisputed tacksman himselt. 
3 Several points regarding the 
events of this time indicate the expected unwillingness on the part 
of the crown to contemplate this last appointment. 
Henry Sinclair's first appearance in connection with Orkney and 
Shetland, some time before August 1485, was followed soon after - on 
31 March 1486 - by the erection of Kirkwall Intoa-royal burgh, 
strengthening the municipality by the award of considerable tracts 
of surrounding land, the unexampled grant of custody of the cathedral 
!. ER, viii-ix, ssim. 
2. Ibid., ix, 306. 
3. RMS, ii, no. 1842. 
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building, and the usual privileges - all on a bleche ferme basis, 
the reddendo being four marks annually if asked. 
l 
The difference this 
gift made to the burgh as regards its relations with the South was 
slight. Its terms naturally meant that Kirkwall did not appear 
independently on the exchequer rolls and it sent no burgh comission- 
ers to parliament till 1669.2 The charter would seem to have been 
aimed at strengthening Kirkwall within the islands, freeing it from 
the possible control of any local magnate and putting it in possession 
of the largest fortifiable building in its area outside the castle. 
Henry Sinclair did not receive his tack until May 1489i after the 
death of James III and the succession of his 15-year-old son. It was 
for 13 years, a curious length of time suggesting the final, formal, 
reluctant recognition by the crown of a state of affairs which had 
existed for upwards of five years - the balance, in fact, of the more 
usual length of time for a tack, that of 19 years. 
In addition, the bishopric, whose incumbent bad been unsuccess- 
ful in fighting off Lord Sinclair, was strengthened in 1490 by the 
erection of its lands into a regality, 
3 
and five years later by the 
granting to bishop Andrew and his successors of the island of Durray, 
4 
a grant ratified by the king on his declaring himself of perfect age 
in 1498 and specifically excluded from the earldom lands in the 
1. Kirkwall Chrs., 1-28. 
2. Pryde, The Burghs of Scotlandt A Critical List, 25. 
3. LM-St ii, no. 1974. 
4. Ibid., no. 2232. 
5. Ibid., no. 2414. 
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renewal of Henry Sinclair's tack in 15011 and in other renewals there- 
afters 
Finally, on 29 May 14 899 the day following the grant to Henry 
Sinclair of his tack with the offices of Foud, Justice and Bailie and 
the custody of Kirkwall Castle, identical grants were made to Patrick, 
earl of Bothwell, Sinclair's brother-in-law, and John iiepburn, prior 
of St Andrews, Bothwell's uncle. 
2 This was an odd arrangement but 
may have been'intended as an attempt to provide an alternative power, 
should Henry Sinclair's tenure of the tack prove unsatisfactory. It 
was never acted upon, and though this was not to be the last time that 
an earl of Bothwell was to have a connection with the Northern Isles, 
later examples were to show that major Scottish nobles without family 
or other links in the islands could rarely be induced to take an 
interest in them. 
Henry Sinclair retained the tack of the earldom until his death 
in 1513, whereupon it passed to his wife, Margaret, the earl of 
Bothwell's sister, with the judicial powers which had accompanied it 
going to his brother, Sir William Sinclair of Warsetter. 
3 
Not for 
more than half a century, till the time of James V and Robert Reid, 
did a bishop again figure prominently in events in the islands; 
instead, judicial and administrative powers remained in the hands of 
members of the Sinclair family. It can be seen, therefore, that 
1. RSS, i, no. 681.. 
2. RMS, ii, no. iß44-5. 
3. Clouston, History of Orkney, 284. 
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although James III had made the bishops the principal royal represent- 
atives in the islands, any attempt there nay have been to expand this 
into a regular policy was threatened seriously during the latter days 
of James III and collapsed completely on his death. 
,. 4 
This collapse was due, in the period up to 1540, to the in- 
ability of the bishops to withstand the determination of the Sinclair 
family to maintain their influence in the-lands that had been taken 
from them by James III. Henry Sinclair's actions suggests that he 
was interested in the islands not simply as a means to power, but as 
territories to which he had an ancestral right. He lost no time in 
compiling what was to be the first of two rentals, completed in 1492.1 
In it he included, besides the lands of the earldom, certain bishop- 
ric lands on which skat was to be paid. Marwick's explanation for 
this is that Henry Sinclair was suspicious of the bishopric's right 
to these skatsg acquired from the earldom in the time of William 
Tulloch. 
2 
If correct, it suggests that he was attempting to restore 
the earldom lands to the extent they had had under his grandfather. 
These bishopric lands are not represented in the second of his rentals, 
completed in 15043 and it may be that he abandoned attempts to re- 
appropriate them because of the opposition of a crown determined to 
shore up the bishopric. In March 1502 he was charged to make no 
impediment to bishop Andrew, confirmed in his lands and regality 
1. Hugh Marwick Paper, SRO rel. GD. 1/236/1. 
2. Marwick, Orkney Farm-Names, 194. 
3. Peterkin, Rentals i, 1-101. 
38. 
after the king's general revocation, 
t 
and in June of the same'year the 
lawman of Orkney was ordered to cease from intromitting with lands and 
teinds pertaining to the bishop. 
In his later years, however, Henry Sinclair appears to have stri- 
ven to maintain good relations with the crown. An attempt in 1502 by 
the Norwegian king to present his own nominee to the archdeaconry of 
Shetland to the prejudice of the Scottish candidate met with no 
success. 
3 He spent much of his time in the south and when he died it 
, Nas at Flodden in the service of the king. 
Two 
ALTHOUGH Sir henry's widow received her husband's tack on his 
death, Sir William Sinclair of Warsetter 'to all intents and purposes 
stepped into his brother's shoes', 
4 
and during his lifetime, the 
Islands would appear to have remained fairly quiet. However, on his 
death, which occurred about the end of 1525,5 conflict flared up 
among the Sinclairs. On one side was William, Lord Sinclair, son of 
the late Henry; on the other were Sir William's sons, the illegiti- 
mate James of Brecks and Edward of Strome, the legitimate Magnus of 
Warsetter. This struggle was to culminate in the last pitched battle 
1. RSS, J. no. 7£37. 
2. Ibid.,, no. 848. 
3. Ibid., nos. 755,762. 
4. Clouston, History of Orkney, 285. 
5. Ibid. 
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to be fought on Orcadian soil, at Summerdale in the hills of Stenness 
in the summer of 1529. 
There is evidence. of Lord Sinclair and his followers harrying 
the islands as early as 1525,1 but matters did not come to a head 
until Passion Week 1528, when James Sinclair of Brecks and his men 
stormed the castle of Kirkwall. 
2 Lord Sinclair went south and ob- 
tained royal letters charging James and Edward Sinclair to hand over 
the castle and to underlie the law for the deaths which had occurred 
in the course of their assault on it. James Sinclair's reply, was to 
prevent his cousin's messenger from executing the letters and to 
throw him into prison. Shortly thereafter, Lord Sinclair invaded 
Orkney with an army led by himself and another cousin John, earl of 
Caithness, himself the superior of land in Shetland. 
' 
The result was 
utter defeat, the capture of Lord Sinclair and the deaths of the earl 
and thirty of their followers. 
Though it is not possible to be specific about the causes of 
this trouble, Storer Clouston places the onus of blame on Lord 
Sinclair for two reasons: firstly the broad support which the 
islanders appear to have given James-and Edward Sinclair at Summerdale, 
and secondly, the crown's attitude to events in the islands. 
4 
Although he takes note of the role of kinship in the strife which led 
1. ER, xv, 152. 
2. REO, 57. no. acv. 
3. OSR, 97, no. 52. 
4. Clouston, History of Orkney, 288-90; 'The Battle of Summerdale', 
2I M-, ii, 95-100. 
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up to S«nnerdale, he places considerable emphasis on the supposedly 
patriotic and democratic nature of the islanders' army. The some- 
what incongruous picture (from Holinshed)1 of the saintly Magnus 
appearing on this murderous field is snapped up with relish - 'Thus, 
led by their saint and the stout James Sinclair and his brother, -the 
Orimeymen for the last time fought and won a pitched battle on their 
native soil'. 
2 This is a most appealing picture and there is 
certainly no evidence to suggest that James Sinclair's was not a 
popular cause. Treating James Sinclair's stand-as essentially 
patriotic is understandable, and it is an interpretation which has 
drawn support from the highest quarters. It is implicit in Croft 
Dickinson's view of the possible nature of Lord Sinclair's largely 
unrecorded, but supposedly provocative behaviour between 1526 and 
1529. Treating of the growth of Scottish practice in the legal 
administration of the islands, he suggests that the islanders' ire 
might have been roused by his use of Scottish procedures if not by 
'some more flagrant infringement of odal righta'. 
3 
But both Storer Clouston and Croft Dickinson would appear to 
draw too sharp a contrast between the parties involved in the dis- 
pute. A family struggle it undoubtedly was, James Sinclair, Edward 
Sinclair, Magnus Sinclair, William, Lord Sinclair and John, earl of 
Caithness, were all close blood relatives. 
4 
In their attack on the 
castle of Kirkwall (according to Lord Sinclair) Sinclair of Brecks and 
1. Clouston, History of Orkney, 288. 
2. I bid. " 290. 
3. Dickinson, 'Odal Rights and Feudal Wrongs', Viking Congress, 149. 
4. See Appendix 5. 
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his men killed three of their own 'brether bairns' John, Nicol and 
David Sinclair. With the stout James at Sumnerdale were represent- 
atives of other branches of the Sinclair family from both Orkney and 
Shetland, of House and of Havera, with others undesignated, all, 
placed significantly at the head of the list of those who took part.; 
The idea that. it was Lord Sinclair's employment of Scottish pro- 
cedures to the disadvantage of the islanders that caused the rising 
against him seems to stem from the view of him as the southern in- 
vader; it does not provide evidence of his being such. In the first 
place the only real evidence for his employment of Scottish usages 
consists of the means he chose in seeking outside assistance from 
the crown. In the second, it is difficult to imagine the measures 
employed - royal letters of four forms to be executed by a sheriff in 
that part being particularly calculated to supplant udal rights. 
In the third, it i& hard to see how crown intervention could have 
taken any other form - or how possible equivalent Norwegian or Danish 
action could have been very different in-. form or effect. Finally, 
James Sinclair himself was ready enough six years later to accept a 
rather dubious-feudal grant from the crown. 
2 
Summerdale terminated Lord Sinclair's claim to control of the 
earldom lands though it did not end his interests in the islands. 
' 
He had been the loser in what had been essentially a family feud and 
1. RSS, ii, no. 3151. 
2. Flus, iii, no. 14? 9. 
3. Corresnondence of Mary of Lorraine, ß5. 
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far from his using the help of the crown to enforce his will on the 
islands, central government was throughout lukewarm in its attitude 
towards him. lie had only received his letters after a wait of 
nearly a year, and his defeat was greeted by a crown attitude that 
seems at first irresolute, if not paradoxical. The actions of James 
Sinclair and his followers - refusal to allow Lord Sinclair's mess- 
enger to execute his letters, armed resistance to his attempts to 
assert his rights - were little short of treasonable, and rendered 
all the more heinous by their effectiveness{ yet no action whatever 
was taken on Lord Sinclair's behalf. The first measure by the crown 
after Summerdale was an abortive attempt to interest the earl of 
Moray in the islands by putting him in place of Lady Sinclair as 
lessee, 1 but like the earl of Bothwell before him, he appears to have 
taken no action. Within a few years however came a complete volte- 
face by the government; the total rehabilitation of James Sinclair 
of Drecks, giving him control of the island administration. 
After 1531, the crown took no further action for four years. 
During that period, evidence for James Sinclair's activities takes 
the form of references to his seal being used in two documents, both 
concerning members of the Irving of Sabay family. The first, dated 
15 June 1534 designated him as 'Justice of Orkney for the time', ` 
the second, of 12 January 1535, simply as 'Justice of Orkney'. 
3 There 
is no reference to his having been appointed justice by the crown or 
1. Rss, ii, no. 766. 
2. REO, 216, no. cx. 
3. ibid., 219, no. cxiii. 
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justice-depute by Lady Sinclair, and in a complaint against him before 
the lords of council in March 1535 by Thomas Miller, an English mer- 
chant, for spoiling his ship, he is merely styled 'subject' (legium). 
1 
This suggests that James Sinclair's strength in the islands was now 
such that he could award himself the title of justice, and anyone 
seeking recompense from him had to appeal to central government itself. 
This strength was undoubtedly the result of his military success, but 
James Sinclair in 1535 was getting stronger still as a result of new 
growth of favour towards him at court. On 17 June he was legiti- 
mated, " knighted and received a charter of the islands of Sanday and 
Stronsay. 
3 
The charter was a document doubtful in its legality, 
4 
but 
the gitts'togbth constituted evidence of a decisive new policy by 
the crown. 
There were a number of familiar measures taken at the same time 
to hedge the power conferred by the gifts. Lady Sinclair's tack was 
renewed for a further seven years on 15 July 1536.5 In February the 
following year, Kirkwall's burgh charter was renewed, the only alter- 
ation in the terms being the augmentation of the reddendo by one merk. 
6 
At the same time James Irving of Sabay was granted a confirmation, in 
feudal form, of his rights to his udal estates. 
7 
As in the case of 
Henry Sinclair, formal recognition of James Sinclair's position in 
the islands was accompanied by the proffering of guarantees to other 
I. Rss, ii, no. 1665. 
2. Ibid., no. 1697. 




5. '  S, ii, no. 2088. 
6. Kirkwall Chrs., 1-28. 
7. L. 09 220, no:, cxv. 
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interests there. The reason given for the confirmation of KCirkwall's 
charter was that encroachments had affected 'the yearly rents and 
profits of all their common good ... as well as their quoys, rights of 
patronage, prebendaries ... detained and withheld from them by some of 
the inhabitants within the said island (Mainland) of Orkney'. 
1 Mooney 
thinks it 'pretty certain' that it was 'episcopal domination' that 
James V was trying to head off. However, he cites no evidence for 
this, but rather notes the appropriations of Robert Reid in the 
following decade, when conditions were rather different. The refer- 
ence to 'some of the inhabitants' is (perhaps deliberately) vague, 
but would seem to suggest local magnates rather than the bishop. 
Royal policy. -far from discouraging the bishops' augmentation of 
their power, would seem actively to have promoted them in their 
efforts. Certain measures in that direction have been noted, as has 
James V's own stated view of the bishop's place in the islands, and 
there seems little doubt that Robert Reid's activities, as part of a 
wholesale reform of the church in Orkney and Shetland, 
2 had active 
crown backing rather than merely the forbearance of a regent who 
(as Mooney would have it) was a 'tool of the bishop's1.3 
Clouston's explanation for the promotion of James Sinclair is 
that since Orkney and Shetland leere still redeemable by their former 
suzerain $the Scottish government was well aware that it might be 
called on at any moment to hand back the islands, and that if the 
1. Kirkwall Ctra., p. xvi. 
2. LEO, 393"9 no. ccxmcvi. 
3. Kirkwall Chrs., p. xvi. 
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islanders themselves grew restive the situation might become awkward'. 
Viewed in this light the awards become 'perfectly comprehensible 
sops'. 
1 
At first sight, this seems a reasonable enough explanation; the 
crown's actions can certainly be interpreted as indicating a prefer- 
ence for stability in the islands to a conscientious pursuit of the 
rights of any particular cause. Neither Lord Sinclair nor his mother 
could govern effectively, so Moray was'approached to take the islands 
in hand. He would not, so the crown's only recourse was to the other 
side in the dispute. However, there are other points to be considered. 
In the first place, a knighthood and a grant of land seem more than 
would be necessary to signal mere tacit recognition of James Sinclair's 
position, or even to show ä'fiew-four1 1t roval of what he had done. 
Secondly, if we look for anything that might explain this sudden 
favour, it becomes clear that the apparent change in the crown's 
attitude coincides with the growth in influence at court of a near- 
relative of the Orkney Sinclairs - James V's favourite, Oliver Sinclair 
of Pitcairn. 
Oliver Sinclair was a first cousin of the late earl of Caithness, 
and was almost as closely related to William, Lord Sinclair and the 
Warsetter Sinclair brothers. 2 It has not been possible to find evid- 
ence of any direct interest on his part in Orkney and Shetland before 
1. Clouston, History of Orkney, 291. 
2. See Appendix 5. 
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the grant to him of a tack of the earldom lands in 1541; 
1 
however, it 
does not seem unreasonable considering his family connections and his 
continuing interest in the Northern Isles in after years to suppose 
that he was interested in events in the north during the Summerdale 
period. In a letter to Mary of Guise of 23 November 1543 his wife, 
Katherine Bellenden, speaks of 'our native rowmes quhilk my husband 
and his surname hes brukit thir thrie or four hundreth yeiris'. 
2 
This is an explicit statement that Sinclair and his wife regarded 
themselves as having rights by 'kindly' - long-standing, almost hered- 
itary - tenancy; 
3 these 'rowtaes' were in the Northern Isles, not in 
Scotland, and Oliver Sinclairfs interest there was to survive con-'° 
siderable vicissitudes and last right into the 1560s. 
1 .. 
His ascendancy at court dated from the mid-1530s. By 1536 he, 
was sufficiently close to the king to be included in the latter's 
marriage-expedition of that year, and shortly afterwards he replaced 
Hamilton of Finnart in the king's esteem. 
4 
During the middle 1530s 
therefore, he was the recipient of growing royal favour (interestingly, 
in 1538 he and James Kirkcaldy of Grange received the ward of the late 
earl of Caithness) 
5 
and it seems more than coincidence that the 
progress of his cousin James from outlaw to knight and crown tenant 
1. RSS, ii, no. 3989- 
2. Correspondence of Mary of Lorraine 47- 
3, For discussion o the implications of a statement such as this, 
citing a case involving questions of tenure in which similar 
phraseology is used, see Donaldson, The Scottish Reformation, 40. 
4. Bingham, James V, King of Scots, 118. 
5. RSS, ii, no. 2458, 
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should keep pace with his own rise at court. Belief in his support 
for the victors of Summerdale would seem to be borne out also by his 
appointment of Edward Sinclair of Strome as one of his sheriff- 
deputes in 15411 and by the strained relations between him and Lord 
Sinclair in the 1540x. 2 
At the same time, it is difficult to assess just how significant 
Danish influence was as regards royal judgment. From the impignor- 
ation to the death of James IV, there had been virtual silence on the 
subject. Albany had mentioned it in his briefings to envoys, in 15153 
' 
and again in 1524. In 1515 it was suggested that the islands were 
to be redeemed %in the near future' and that demands had been made 
for the restoration of the Q*ney see's recognition of Nidaros as its 
metropolitan.. Nothing further was heard of this and although it was 
Albany himself who broached the subject nine years later, it seems to 
have been in the sure knowledge thAt King Frederick was too poor and 
preoccupied to take him up on it. By the time of James V's personal 
rule, the crown seems to have been quite certain of its power to 
dispose of the islands at will. They were included in the jointures 
of both James's queens5 - in the case of Madeleine de Valois they 
were referred to as a duchy - at vit'tuilly the same time as the events 
previously described. Danish interest in the issue undoubtedly 
to Clouston, History of Orkney, -293; Strome in return gave Oliver 
Sinclair a bond of manrent, Acts &. Decreets, i, 208. 
2. Correspondence of Mary of Lorraine, 85-6. 
3. James V Letters, 25. 
4. Ibid., 980 102. 
5. Ibid., 216,298,341. 
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revived from the late 151iOs onwards, 
I 
but both then and at this 
earlier date, the kings of Scots do not appear to have felt themselves 
in any danger of commitment. In the end therefore, while there may 
be some substance in Storer Clouston's explanation of crown behaviour, 
it seemsmoreýlikely that James V's treatment of James Sinclair was 
brought about by influences closer to home than Denmark. 
Sir James Sinclair of Sanday did not enjoy his success long, 
however. In 1539 his life ended mysteriously with his suicide at 
the Gloup of Linksness. 
2 Nonetheless, royal favour continued to 
support his cause, and in April 1539 his widow was granted the 
escheat of his goods. 
3 In September of the same year his followers 
were respited for the part they had played in the battle. 
4 
His career, although conspicuously successful, was perhaps more 
significant by its example than by any direct lasting effects. lie 
realised a claim to administrative4power based on military support 
rather than strict legality. He seized control of Orkney and Shetland, 
ejected rivals, and demonstrated to succeeding generations the great 
difficulty of taking the islands by force of arms if their defenders 
had any competence or determination. The example of Summerdale was 
reinforced twenty years or so later when an attempted landing by the 
English ended in disaster. 
5 
In the forthcoming years occasional 
1. Goudie, Antiquities of Shetland, 213-29. 
2. Clouston, History of Orkney, 292. 
3. RSS,. ii, no. 2999. 
4. Ibid., no. 3151. 
5. Pitscottie, Hiss t orie, ii, 118; CSP Spanish, xiii, 320. 
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threats of invasion were to be made - by Patrick Bellenden in 15871 
and by Francis Stewart, earl of Bothwell, in 1590,2 for example - but 
threats were all they remained. 
Sum=erdale introduced another new factor into the politics of 
the Northern Isles; the antipathy of the earls of Caithness. Though 
not perhaps an obvious element in the events of the ensuing years, 
it was to surface briefly in 1y60, 
ß 
and in 1614 it was to provide the 
Impetus for the successful invasion of Orkney which brought Stewart 
rule there finally to a close. 
4 
Three 
Oliver Sinclair of Pitcairn and Whitekirk was the next holder 
of a tack of the earldom lands of Orkney and Shetland. In addition 
he received the constabulary of Kirkwall Castle and the office of 
sheriff (as opposed to that of lawman or feud) of Orkney and Shetland. 
He became tacksman on 20 April 1541 fora period of three years. 
5 
This was extended to five years in August 1542, The award was not 
hedged with limitations to the extent of those of his predecessors, 
but this was perhaps'because the crown had already reiterated its 
1. CSP Scott ix, 485-6. 
2. Ibid. ',, x, 590. 
3. Sinclair of Hey Huniaients, SRO ref. GD. 96/78. 
4. Clouston, History of-Orkney, 323. 
5. Ms-, ii, no. 3989. 
6. Ibid., 4856. 
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policy regarding alienation in an act of 1540, when power of consent 
to alienation has vested in parliament. 
I 
At the same time, his 
appointment was balanced by that of a strong and able bishop in the 
person of Robert Reid, abbot of Kinloss. 
2 
With the king's death on 15 December 1542, Oliver Sinclair's 
brief period of power came to an end. He had rendered two accounts 
to exchequer3 and appointed two deputes, Edward Sinclair of Strome 
and James Redpath, 
4 
but would seem to have remained an absentee - 
indeed his only known visit to the Northern Isles at this period 
was the one he paid in company with the king to Orkney in 1540, 
before he became tacksman. 
5 
His tack (though not apparently his 
sheriffship) became part of the queen's terce, as had been agreed 
in her marriage settlement. Then, on I August 1543i the tack was 
granted to the earl of Huntly. 
6 
There now began a period of some financial difficulty for 
Oliver Sinclair. He was left with considerable debts in respect of 
his dealings in Orkney and Shetland. Judging by the arrangements 
he had to make to meet these, 
7 
his liabilities would seem to have 
been of the order of 3000 merksq though the only extant details of 
his payments to the crown after the king's death - in an exchequer 
1. RMSj iii, no., 2233" 
2. Ras, ii, no. 3974. 
3. M. xvii, 523; xviii, 3. 
4. Clouston, History of Orkney, 293- 
5- Bingham, James V, King of Scots, 161,163- 
6. Correspondence of Mary of Lorraine, 46n. 
7. Acta Dominorum Concilii et Sessionis, Zci, 159. 
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account rendered on 6 August 1543 five days after the grant to Huntly - 
appear to show only £1000 owing. 
i 
There is no doubt, however, that 
he was accused by the queen dowager of owing 'greit soumes'2 which 
included arrears from fruits of crops 1542 and 1543.3 A month after 
the beginning of Nuntly's tack, Mary of Guise ordered the staying of 
Sinclair's ship and its cargo. In her letter to Mary on 23 November 
15431 
1* 
Sinclair's wife denied that she and her husband had taken any- 
thing from Orkney and Shetland, and stated that they did not intend 
to take anything after May 1 following. In any case, she submitted, 
the grant to Huntly meant that they should pay nothing and she asked 
for the ratification of the second of her husband's tacks. Her plea 
fell on deaf ears. 
At the same time, Oliver Sinclair fell into dispute with his 
cousin, Lord Sinclair. On 14 May 1544, he spoiled the ship John 
Williamson of Kinghorn, on its way from Orkney to Leith with a 
miscellaneous cargo belonging to Lord Sinclair. 
5 
A letter from the 
latter to the queen dowager, written twelve days later, suggested 
that he had himself previously intromitted with 'ane, craar' carrying 
Oliver Sinclair's goods from Orkney. 
6 
Seemingly by way of justific- 
ationt he stated that Oliver Sinclair had wrongously intromitted with 
his lands in Shetland, and had refused to enter him into these despite 
a precept from the late king to do so. This did Lord Sinclair such 
I. ER,, xviii, 3. 
2.. Correspondence of Mary of Lorraine, 46. 
3. REO, 23b, noe cxxvi. 
4. Correspondence of Mary of Lorraine, 46. 
5., RMS, His no. 3275, 





hurt that he 'may pocht do your graice service nor yit defend my ane 
place quhilk wilbe the distructioune of all Fyfe it beand wone'. 
On 21 May 1544, Oliver Sinclair and Huntly came to an agreement 
concerning the arrears of the fruits owing both to the crown and 
to Sinclair himself, 
I 
By this Sinclair received permission to intro- 
mit with the fruits of the earldom lands in exchange for payment of 
an outstanding sum of 3400 merke. Sinclair of Strome and Redpath 
were appointed factors to uplift Sinclair's dues in the islands. 
2 
Partial settlement with Lord Sinclair followed on 26 July 1546, when 
Oliver Sinclair was granted part of the lands of Bordland in Fife by 
his relative on payment of the price of the John Williamson's cargo. 
He also received by apprising from Lord Sinclair the lands of Crofts 
of Dysart and others, 
3 
which he used in payment of his debts to 
HIuntly. In an agreement of 25 August 1546, in exchange for this 
payment he received confirmation of his permission to uplift fruits 
from Orkney and Shetland together with the promise of assistance from 
Huntly to do so. Two days later he granted a bond to Lord Borthwick 
to raise further money for his liabilities. 
4 
It was presumably fail- 
ure to meet payments on this that was to lead to the temporary 
apprising of Whitekirk six years later. 
5 
Certainly Edward Sinclair 
and James Redpath were still acting in Oliver Sinclair's name 'to 
the resavein and uptaking of dettis award to hym wythin the boundis 
1. Acta Dominorum Concilii et Sessionis, Foci, 160. 
2. REO, 236, no* cxxvi. 
3. Acta Dominorum Concilii et Sessionis, xxi, 160. 
4. Ibid., xxi, 159. 
5. Laing Chrs., 157-8, no. 600. 
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of Orknaye+ an late as December 1549.1 
The earl of Iluntly appears to have taken more interest in the 
Northern Isles than the members of the Scottish aristocracy who had 
preceded him. In Katherine Bellenden6s letter to Mary of Guise he 
4as stated to be intending to go there to take up fruits. There is 
no evidence of his going north in person, but he certainly appointed 
a constable, one John Jameson, 
2 
and he was interested and influential 
enough to guarantee Jameson's assistance and that of the foud of. 
Shetland to Sinclair. However no accounts in his name were rendered 
in exchequer and his tack seems to'have been a dead letter from 1546 
until early 1555 when he and his wife, in royal disfavour, renounced 
all interest in the islands. 
' In the end, therefore, more important 
affairs supervened, as they had done with his predecessors, to divert 
what interest he may have had in the north to other priorities. 
Already in 1543, three years before liuntly's agreement with Oliver 
Sinclair, Mary of Guise had taken some direct interest in Orkney and 
Shetland. In that year, 'she gave possession of Kirkwall. Cast le to a 
M. Bonot, one of her French followers. 
4 
Ile remained governor, 
sheriff and commissioner for at least fifteen years, as he held a 
court there as late as 22 June 1558.5 Little is known about him or his 
administration. He probably visited France in 1554,6 and the following 
1. REO, 236, no. cxxvi. 
2. Acta Dominorum Concilii et Sessionis, xxi, 160. 
3. ADCP, s 638- 
4. REO, 109n. 
5. R10,109, no. xlix.. 
6. ßalcarres Papers, ii, 250. 
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year he made unspecified allegations against the comptroller, 
Villemore, which sot him at variance with another of the Queen Dowager's 
officers in Orkney, the chamberlain William Moodie. 
1 
Between the mid-1540s and 1558 the known facts regarding crown 
dealings are miscellaneous and produce a less coherent picture than 
formerly. On 14 April 1548, Mary of Guise granted a pension of £100 
er annum from the rents and duties of the earldom lands to Robert 
Carnegie of Kinnaird in a bond of manrent. 
2 
In 1551 Governor Arran 
sent two ships to the islands to take and slay 'lymmaris', seemingly 
invaders from Lewis. 3 In the aamo year a herald was sent to Denmark 
to inquire about the Danish king's intentions concerning Orkney and 
Shetland 'with gud writyngis of contentation of all besines without 
any promes', 
4 
evidence of the renewed activity between Scotland and 
Denmark on the question since 1549 and the Scots' attitude to it. 
In 1554 there was a report in mussels of rebellion in Scotland 
by the men of Orkney and the Hebrides, 'in answer to which the Queen 
Dowager and'her council had sent to strong force of troops to punish 
the islanders'. 5 There is no supporting contemporary evidence for 
this, and it may well be that this is merely a garbled report of the 
expedition of three years earlier. 
The slaying of liners in 1551 did not free the-islands from a 
11 ý" "" t Yý r" ýAIý 
1. Correa ondence+of Mar of Lorraine, 399. 
2. State Papers, SRO ref. SP. 13 594, 
30 Correspondence of ? Saar of Lorraine, 353. 
4. Ibid. 
5, CSP ýpanishq xiii, 19. 
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continual molestation which took place throughout the century. In 
1555 a group of 200 Englishmen 'utterlie bereit' the North Isles 
of Shetland and threatened to do the same in Orkney.! This assault 
may have been prompted by the state of relations between Scotland 
and England but such a pretext was by no means necessary. In 1535 
a complaint had been made by James V that English fishermen bound 
for Iceland had been in the-habit of spoiling the North Isles of 
Orkney and taking inhabitants for 'sclavis, servandis and presonaris'. 
2 
Forty years later Martin Frobisher was to see evidence of the contin- 
ued apprehension of the co=on people of Orkney when he landed in 
Kirkwall Bay. The populace fled at the sight of him and his men and 
it was with difficulty that they persuaded the Orcadians that their 
intentions were innocent. 
' 
In the period under consideration, 
aggression against the islesmen culminated in the unsung victory 
(surely closer to Storer Clouston's romantic picture of Summerdale 
than that battle itself) of 1558 (probably), when an anonymous group 
of Orkneynen attacked a force of Englishmen who had landed eight or 
ten pieces of heavy artillery and, according to one report, killed 
more than 300, including an admiral, and caused 200 more to be drowned 
as they sought to regain their ships. 
4 
Ifs from the point of view of administration, the earldom lands 
were relatively quiet, there was nonetheless considerable activity in 
the bishopric. In 1545 Robert Reid drew up a new constitution for his 
1. Correspondence of Mary of Lorraine, 399- 
2* James V Letters, 297. 
3. Frobisher's VVooyayes, 53. 
4. CSP Spanish, xiii, 320. 
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cathedral, providing for the endowment of seven dignitaries, seven 
canons, thirteen chaplains and six choristers, with public lectures 
by the chancellor on the canon law, and one of the chaplains to act 
as master of the grammar school. 
i 
However, although Reid was still 
in Orkney in 1550 when he granted a tack of the islands of Burray, 
Flotta and others to Sir James Sinclair's widow, he appears there- 
after to have remained an absentee. The chief officer in his 
absence was his constable, Thomas Tulloch of Fluris, who seems to 
have had a stormy passage as governor of the bishopric lands. On 
19 June 1551, an instrument on his behalf desired all those having 
complaints against him to be called before John Bruce and William 
Moodie, who held the queen's commission to examine these. He was 
content to make 'double amends' if he were found guilty. 
2 
Exactly 
what he was alleged to have done is not known, but perhaps it is 
significant that five years later, on 25 March 1556, his activities 
were said to be the occasion of 'murmurs and quarrels' among tenants 
of the regality [of the bishopric] of Orkney, and he was ordered to 
produce for examination the weights with which he had received and 
delivered'victual for the previous seven or eight years. 
3 
He took 
instrument to this effect before a court held by Bonot. On 22 June 
1557 he was absolved by decreet of a similar court, also held by 
Bonot, 
4 
but whether or not he was guilty, the charge implied is worth 
bearing in mind when examining the later history of the islands. 
1. REO, 363, no. ccxxxvi. 
2. Tulloch of Tannachie Muniments (Calendar description only), SRO 





ON 15 September 1558, Robert Reid died, in mysterious circum- 
stances, at Dieppe. Adam Bothwell was appointed bishop on 2 August 
the following year, 
1 
the bulls of his appointment being brought from 
Rome by his brother-in-law, Gilbert Balfour. 2 He was consecrated 
shortly afterwards. 
3 During the vacancy, a gift of the temporalities 
of the bishopric had gone to the bishop's cousin Sir John Bellenden 
of Auchnoull, the justice-. clerk* 
4 
The now bishop was not wholly a stranger to Or}nmey. He had 
been there in 1555i on an unknown errand, with William Moodie* 
5 tie 
was also the stepson of Oliver Sinclair. In looking at Bothwell's 
background, Professor Donaldson says of Sinclair, the . 
is the only 
figure in the whole pedigree [of Adam Bothwell] who represents a 
link with the north, and one can only speculate whether this conn- 
ection had something to do with Adam Bothwell's appointment to the 
bishopric of Orkney'. ' However Bellenden, Bothwell, Balfour and 
Sinclair are so closely connected - both by family relationships and 
by the lands they held in the south - that it; seems a very strong 
possibility that Bothwell secured his appointment through the influ- 
ence of his relatives. Adam Bothwell's mother was the wife of 
Oliver Sinclair who held Whitekirk of Holyrood, the sister of 
1. Dowden, Bishops of Scotland, 267- 
2. EMS, iv, no. 1668. 
3. Donaldson, 'Bishop Adam Bothwell and the Reformation in Orkney', 
87- 
4. RSS, v, no. 589. 
5. TA' x, 284. 
6. Donaldson, M. cit., 86. 
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Bellenden. of, Auchnoull who was shortly to hold Broughton of Holy- 
rood, 
l 
and the mother-in-law of Gilbert Balfour. Bellenden and 
Balfour now found a new interest in Orkney and Shetland and Sinclair 
a renewed one, and the story of the early years of Adam Bothwell's 
episcopate is one which furnishes more and more evidence linking 
his tenure of office with his family in the south. 
He is stated to have arrived in Orkney in the spring of 1560.2 
Shortly afterwards, in May, he and his followers, including Gilbert 
Balfour and his brother John, were alleged by Thomas Tulloch to have 
taken away certain goods from the latter's property in Kirkwa11.3 
This was apparently followed by other, unnamed* 'cruel actions** 
and provoked litigation beginning in June 1560 and dragging on for 
the next five years. 
4 
On 30 June 1560, he issued a number of charters. Gilbert Balfour 
received enormous estates in Westray, 
5 
and also land in Birsay. John 
Cullen received land in Papdale, 
6 
William Moodie, a Caithness man, 
received Orkney bishopric land in his native county, 
7 
and John Brown 
was given land in Weyland, St Ola and elsewhere. 
8 
Of the two 
individuals not previously mentioned, Cullen and Brown, Cullen had 
1. RMS, iv, no. 1385, 
2. Donaldson, 'Bishop Adam Bothwell and the Reformation in Orkney', 
89. 
3. Tulloch of Tannachie Muniments, 6 June 1559 (lege 1560), SRO ref. 
GD. 107., 
4; Orkney and Shetland Papers, 'i SRO ref. RH. 9/15/75.. 
5. RMS, iv, no. 1668. 
6. Abbreviates of Charters of Kirklands,, SRO ref. E. 14, i, 205. 
7. Ibid., 107. 
8, Ibid., 70. 
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been in Orkney as early as 1550, Brown had been a Kirkwall burgess as- 
early as 1548.1 Brown's background is unknowng though his surname 
suggests he may have come from the south. Cullen undoubtedly did; ho 
was a Leith merchant who retained interests there. 
2 
His wife, Haroaret 
Balfour, may have been a relative of Gilbert, but beyond this there 
does not seem to be any evidence to connect them with any of the" 
major parties interested in the Northern Isles or to suggest any 
special reason for Adam Bothwell's generosity towards them. Perhaps 
more interesting was Oliver Sinclair's personal presence in Orkney, 
one of only two recorded instances; on 20 September, he'witnessed a 
charter by his stepson to Duncan Scollay and his wife of the lands of 
Work in St Ola, accompanied by Gilbert, John and George Balfour, and 
William Lauder. In the document he was styled sheriff of Orkney, 
presumably on the authority of his grant of nearly twenty years before. 
3 
The arrival of the bishop in Orkney provoked a quick reaction 
elsewhere in the north. On 17 July 1560, a contract was concluded 
between the earl of Caithness and Magnus Halcro, chantor of Orkney, 
whereby the latter and thirteen named followers, in return for the 
earl's protection, agreed to assist the earl in certain ways and at 
certain times 'gif it sail happen the said noble lord to invade the 
cuntre of Orknay in prosecution of his auld ennymeis'. 
4 
These 
'ennymeis' would appear to bet as Storer Clouston suggests, represent- 
atives of the victors at Summerdale, the Warsetter Sinclairs - 
1. LEA, 236, no. cxxv. 
2. ldn. Tests. 16 April 1588, SRO ref. cc. 8/8/18. 
3. Rte, 263, no. cxlviii. 
4. Sinclair of My Muniments, SRO ref. GD. 96/78. 
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William Sinclair of Warsetter, son of Magnus, Edward Sinclair of Strome 
and Margaret Sinclair, daughter and heiress of the late Sir James. 
i 
It is significant then that the man Adam Bothwell appears to have 
turned to in the face of the threat from'across the Firth was non a'of 
these Orkney Sinclairs. On 20 October 1560 he granted a charter of 
the lands of Eday'to-Otiver Sinclair, in which Oliver undertook to 
defend the bishop and his successors 'contrare quhatsumevir invadaris'.. 
The Caithness menace was tö prove short-lived, -but in a very short 
time Bothwell had to face 'cummer' from a different quarter. He was 
at odds with his influential relative Bellenden of Auchnoull over 
pensions from the bishopric. ' On 5 December 1560 he-wrote to his brother- 
in-law, Napier of Merchiston, sending commission-to him and to his 
neighbour the laird of Roslin, Oliver Sinclair 'the schiref' and 
Alexander King, one of his own servitors, to 'mak appoyntemente anent 
sic differentia as ar happinnit betwix the justice-clerk and We He 
3 
was'in no doubt that his cousin was stirring up trouble for him. 
This trouble came to a head the following February when Bothwell 
reported to Napier that a faction in Orkney had attacked and occupied 
his house in Birsay, then'lain in wait for him 'to haiff alder Blaine' 
me, or talken me', as he returned from a visitätion. 
4 
He told the 
story to Napier to enable him to 'mak answer' to representations which 
had been made to Lord James Stewart on the matter 'be aine of the 
1. Clouston, History of Orkney, 297- 
2* Abbreviates of Charters of Kirklands, SRO ref. E. 14, i, 22. 
3. Napier, Napier of Merchiston, 66-7- 
4. Ibid., 68. 
61. 
Sinclairis1. 
He was fairly certain that the culprits had been put up to it 
by the justice clerk. Their leaders were Henry and Robert Sinclair, 
with whom Bellenden of Auchnoull had 'maryet ... -twa sisteris'. 
1 The 
chief of 'that conjuratioune' was Henry Sinclair, who refused to give 
a straight answer to Bothwell regarding his conduct but instead sub- 
mitted a list of petitions by way of reply. These the bishop showed 
to the sheriff (who was not named in his letter); he% though 'beand 
weill myndet to dress, concord betwix use, would-not use charges- 
against Henry Sinclair, but instead asked the bishop to reply to the 
petitions. This Bothwell refused to do until the house at Birsay was 
returned-to him. The petitions, 18-20 in number, concerned religion 
specifically Bothwell's 'mutatioun' of it - and to them 'the said 
Henry fader gainstowd calland hyme and the laiff Pullis that wist not 
quhatt'thai did; and said he wald on na sort consent. the mess wer-- 
donna': 
At first eight, all this seems rather confusing. Mark Napier was 
somewhat doubtful about the phrase 'the said Henry fader gainstowd' 
presumably because there does not appear to be a previous reference in 
the letter to a father for Henry Sinclair. However, the meaning of 
the letter becomes clear if Henry and Robert Sinclair are identified 
as Henry Sinclair of Strome (later of Brough) and Robert Sinclair of 
Ness, brothers, and the sheriff as Edward Sinclair of Strome, appointed 
1.. See Appendix 6. 
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as sheriff depute by Oliver Sinclair in 1541 and who had held court- 
as such as late as June 1559.1 Thus the sheriff and 'the said Henry 
fader' referred to in the letter are the same individual. 
Father and sons were therefore split on the religious question, 
but Edward Sinclair was obviously unwilling or unable to take a 
strong line in the dispute; indeed it could be for this reason that 
Bothwell had sought Oliver Sinclair's protection against the earl of 
Caithness, rather than that of the earl's old enemies themselves. 
Despite Edward Sinclair's support for the bishop, he did nothing to 
atop Bothwell's humiliation by the saying of mass and the marrying of 
'certain pairis in the auld maner' at the 'scheik' of the chamber 
where he was lying sick - this after the bishop had 'cloisset my 
kirk dorris and thoilet na mes to be said thairin sensynne'. 
2 
If, as the bishop was convinced, Henry and Robert Sinclair were 
fomenting trouble in furtherance of a policy dictated by Bellenden, 
' religion was not the only bone of contention.. The two Sinclaira had 
among their followers egret nomber off cotmmonis quhem thai pat than in 
beleiff to leiff frelie, and to knave na superiouris in na tymis cumyn'. 
It is difficult to know exactly what this means, but it sounds very 
like a promise of the extension of udal tenure to those who held their 
lands of the bishop. 
The immediate outcome of these events is not disclosed, but the 
1. R 
.' 
110, no. I. 
2. Napier, Napier of Merchisten, 69. 
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-Sinclair brothers paust presumably have had to back down, since Bothwell's 
religious reforms were not noticeably interruptedI and by 25 }larch he 
had regained possession of his house, since he wrote to Napier, concern- 
ing his troubles, from Hirsay on that date. 
During the period of the bishop's first visit to Orkney, from 
the spring of 1560 to that of 1561, he also had trouble from another 
quarter, that of Gilbert Balfour. In December 1560 Bothwell was 
'continualle at debait' with him because 'I Wald not geiff hym all 
that I paid quhill I get main'. 
` Balfour was involved in the taking 
of the house of Birsay, though in what way is uncertain. In 1564, 
when some measure of agreement was reached between the two men regard- 
ing their differences, Gilbert, David and John Balfour agreed to 
forget all rancour against Bothwell for anything 'that wes done to 
thame the tyme of the taking of the house of Brassay'. 
3 In the same 
document, the possibility was mentioned of John Balfour having lost 
money as a result of this incident. If Gilbert and his brothers had 
been assisting the Sinclairs against the bishop, it seems unlikely 
that the bishop would not have mentioned this in his letters to 
Napier, so it may be that their complaints were concerned with lack 
of recompense for efforts on the bishop's behalf - say an unsuccessful 
defence of the Birsay house against the Sinclairs. 
At the same time,, further problems were caused by the antipathy 
1. Donaldson, 'Bishop Adam Bothwell and the Reformation in Orkney', 
91 at secs. 
apier of Merchiston* 65. 2. Napier 
3. Orkney and Shetland Papers, SRO ref. PH. 9/15/73. 
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between the bishop and the former bishopric constable and chamberlain, 
Thomas Tulloch of Fluris. This involved counter-claims by both 
parties, the bishop seeking to recoup certain of Tulloch's intro- 
missions with the bishopric revenuesg 
l 
and Tulloch litigating on 
the grounds of 'actions of spuilzie and other cruel actions' against 
him and his brother by the bishop and the Balfours. 
2 These iawsu4ts 
had begun about June 15603 and were not finally resolved until April 
1565.4 Bothwell saw Tulloch as another of Bellenden's agents in 
Orkney and as being in league with Henry Sinclair. 
5 
On 20 April 15618 Bothwell was aboard ship in Kirkwall Roads 
awaiting fair wind and weather, leaving Orkney with the stated in- 
tention of going to France to lay his problems before the queen. 
James Alexander, a servitor, wrote to the laird of Merchiston, 
requesting that he approach Bellenden and the other lords of session 
to arbitrate on the 'mater' between Tulloch and Bothwell. 
6 
At the 
same time he noted that John Kincaid (of Warriston), 
7 
a relative and 
an intended protege of the bishop, had refused to remain in Orkney, 
as the bishop would not agree to put away Gilbert Balfour, who had 
intromitted with the fruits of the bishopric and could give no account. 
Kincaid appears to have wished to be made chamberlain and constable, 
and the bishop attempted to persuade him to remain in Orkney with the 
1. Acts and Decreets, xxxi, 67,206,384- 
2* Orkney and Shetland Papers, SRO ref. RH. 9/15/75" 
3. Tulloch of Tannachie V: uniments, SRO ref. GD. 107. 
4. Acta and Decreeta, xxxi, 384. 
5. Napier, Napier of Merchiaton, '69. 
6. ibid., 72- 
7. REO, 342-3, ' nos. ccxx-ccxxi. 
J 
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promise that his desires would be fulfilled on the bishop's return 
from his intercession with the queen. Kincaid had been sent for by 
the bishop 'affectuoislie, bayth to haif done hym prophit gyf he wald 
half remainyt. in the contra, and to net fordwart his Lordschip'a 
honor in his absence', and was disappointed when the-bishop could not 
make good his promises. This inability may have been due to the 
strength of Gilbert Balfour's opposition, either for general reasons 
of self-interest, or for another, more particular reason. On 25 April 
1561, shortly after the bishop's departure from Orkney, Francis 
Bothwell, treasurer of Orkney and a relative, wrote to his 'Darrest 
Antt', Jean Bothwell, lady Merchiston, chiding her for revealing 'sum 
thyngis anentis sum personis towart thair misbehaver towart my lord', 
which he had shown her, bidding her keep them secret. However, she 
had shown them to her sister Margaret, Gilbert Balfour's wife, who 
'wrait agane heir despitfullie and causit cumrmaris to be amang us'. 
1 
The treasurer went on to reiterate to Jean Bothwell the appeal 
for her husband to work on the bishop's behalf in the Talloch affair. 
The appeals of James Alexander and Francis Bothwell for the use of 
Napier's influence on the justice clerk, when the bishop himself 
suspected Tulloch of acting on Dellenden s behalf, illustrate Adam 
Bothwell's unenviable position. To this has to be added the trouble 
with Balfour* and in addition the fact that he and his servants were 
unable to trust even members of his own family. Besides the inability 
of Jean Bothwell to keep secret information imparted to her in 
1. Napier, Napier of Merchiston, 75. 
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confidence and of her sister to refrain from using it 'despitefullie', 
it seems also to have been necessary to give the laird and lady of 
altrehistoa& differing accounts of what was happening in the north. 
Their estrangement had led the bishop to offer spiritual counsel to 
his sister in the past, 
i 
and even though her influence on her husband 
was being sought, some differences seemingly remained. when Alexander 
wrote to lady Nerchiston regarding Kincaid and his reasons for'leaving 
Orkney, another letter of the same date which he wrote to her husband 
stated that Kincaid had 'rafussyt to remane in this cuntra, for quhat 
caussys I kna nane'. 
2 Why this last should have been necessary is not 
known, but it is hardly to be wondered at that bishop Bothwell, after 
an energetic year in Orkney, should make his way to France to see if 
his monarch could provide him with a solution to his problems. 
He was absent for a year or so. During that period,, the unrest 
in the islands continued. At some time in the autumn of 1561, Irancis 
Bothwell, together with Edward Sinclair, brother of the laird of 
Roalin, Magnus Halcro of Drough and Nicol Chalmer with ten other 
unnamed companions led a bane of men from the castle of Kirkwall in 
murderous pursuit of Henry Sinclair of Strome and William Moodie. 
3 
The exact motive behind this incident is obscure, but one may assume 
that Bothwell and his men were furthering the bishop's interests in 
his absence. Edward Sinclair, brother of the laird of Roelin whose 
support the bishop had sought in his letter to Napier of December 1560, 
1. Napier, Napier of Merchiaton, 65-6. 
2. _, 73- 




was shortly to receive from Oliver Sinclair of Whitekirk the latter's 
lands in Eday. i Magnus ffalcro, chanter of Orkney,, had concluded the 
contract of July 1560 with the earl, of Caithness, but had since 
changed his coat; his apparent opposition to the Warsetter Sinclairs 
and their connection with the bishop had ended with his marriage in 
about 1563 to Margaret Sinclair, daughter of the late Sir Jades 
Sinclair of Sanday. 
2 Nicoll Chalner, one of those mentioned in the 
1560 contract, 'was one of his followers. Moodie and Sinclair survived 
this escapade, an appeal to the south for justice was referred back 
to the 'justiciars' of Orkney and nothing further was heard of the 
matter. 
' 
Adam Bothwell reached the 'gmecn in France on 5 July, and returned 
with her to Scotland on 19 August. Nothing further is known about 
his dealings regarding Orkney until the following June, shortly before 
his return to the islands. Whatever Bellenden's previous claim to 
a pension from the Orkney bishopric, a position-was now formalised' 
whereby I3othwell agreed to pay him 400 marks annually from its fruits. 
The pension was to remain fixed at thib sum so long as the bishopric 
was also burdened with the pensions of 600 marks to Lord John Stewart 
and of 300 marks to Archibald, Lord Ruthven. On the ending of the 
former, pension, the bishop would be liable to pay a further £200 per 
annu,. 
4 
1. Sinclair of Mey Muniments, SRO ref. GD. 96/95. 
2. Clouston, History of Orkney, 297. 
3. Pitcairn, Criminal Trials, L. 413. 
4. Donaldson, 'Bishop Adam Bothwell and the Reformation in Orkney', 
91. 
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It is difficult to follow the attitudes to one another of this 
small group of Scots what for various reasons, had concerned them- 
selves with the Northern Isles. Adam Bothwell felt himself plagued by 
the intrigues of his 'small frend' the justice clerks and his partakers, 
but at the same time he appears to have maintained fairly strong 
personal links with him. During the further troubles regarding Orkney 
and Shetland which were to beset him in the latter half of the 1560aß 
he wrote constantly to his relative; in 1564 Bellenden was his repres- 
entative in negotiations with Gilbert Balfour. At the same time, 
despite the problems Bothwell had with Balfour, there is no evidence to 
suggest that the latter was acting on Bellenden's behalf; he seems 
rather to have been a supporter of the bishop. In March 1564 he was 
still involved with Bothwell in the litigation of Thomas Tulloch, and 
he was not regarded by Bothwell as being connected with the Sinclair 
brothers, whatever the nature of the dispute between them concerning 
the taking of the house of Birsay. 
Bothwell and Balfour endeavoured to sort out their differences in 
March 1564 by means of negotiations on their behalf by Bellenden on 
the one part and James Balfour [of Pittendreich], parson of Flis1s on 
the other. 
3 Bellenden appears to have been able to lay the ground for 
a final formalisation of his demands on the bishopric. Among the other 
provisions in the document which these two men produced - which con- 
cerned among other things Balfour's past intromissions with the 
bishopric revenues, and the Talloch and Birsay dispptes - Balfour was 
1. Napier, Napier of IKerchiston, 69. 
2. Orkney and Shetland Papera, SRO Xsf. RH. 9/15/75" 
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ordained to hand over his lands in Birsay _d perpetuam remanentiam 
to the bishop or to some person whom he might please to nominate, 
in return for which the bishop would pay 1000 rnerks. 
Balfour would appear to have granted these lands, not to 
Bothwell but to Bellenden himself. In a decreet arbitral by 
Maitland of Lethington attempting to settle-the disputes between 
Bothwell and Bellenden, dated 3O June 1564,1 the justice clerk 
received the £200 which was his as a result of the death of Lord 
John Stuwart the previous autumns as provided by the contract of 
June 1562, At the same times he was required to make security 
that he would set the Birsay lands to Bothwell for the bishop's 
lifetime. Considering that the Birsay land - Marwick, Birsay 
Besouth, Skalden Fea and others - was held of the bishoprics this 
was a-. xmost unusual arrangement. Bellenden was in fact leasing 
this land to his own superior. 
Balfour'a, activities concerning Orkney and Shetland were 
wholly different. His outlook, both then and later was that of a 
soldier of fortune who was 'deeply and darkly involved in some of 
the most terrible happenings of his time'. 
2 
Since his first arrival 
in the islands he had been constructing in Westray the massive 
fortress of Noltland; quite possibly his seemingly continual and 
impatient demands on his brother-in-law stemmed from a chronic-lack 
I* Acts and Decreets, xxxi, 64. ...... 2. Simpson, 'Noltland Castle', Spalding Club (1952), 144. 
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of ready funds for the payment of the skilled men and considerable 
workforce required for constructing this enormous edifice. V. 
Douglas Simpson sees in the whole construction and equipment. of 
Noltland its intended use as a hideout, its aspect being spare and 
military, with little domestic influence its its construction and 
nothing in its design to impinge on the field of fire of its 61 
falcon-sized gunloopa. Gilbert Balfour, it would seem, did not 
merely seek income from Orkney; he sought the sanctuary of strength 
in isolation. Simpson states that the more he looks at Noltland 
the more he is , convinced that it was built for a man with a bad 
conscience - for a man with fear in his heart!.; 
Although Adam Bothwell was in the Northern Isles each summer 
until 1566,2 his period of continuous administration was over. 
His problems concerning the bishopric, however, were not. For the 
islands, the mid-1560s were tobe a time of anarchy and incident, 
at the end of which would appear a-man rho would cause more 'cunm er' 
to bishop. Hothwell, a man who would dominate the islands for thirty 
years - Robert Stewart. 
1. Simpson, 'Noltland Castle,, 144. 
2. Donaldson, , Bishop Adam Bothwell and the Reformation in Orkney', 
94. 
3. ROBERT SWvIARTIS COMING TO ORKNEY AND SHETLAND 
One 
QUEEN Mary returned to Scotland in 1561, arriving on the morning of 
19 August so suddenly, and after such a speedy passage's that of all 
the nobles only Robert Stewart was at Leith to greet her. lie was 
joined 'incontinent upon the ne, "' by his brother Janes and the earls 
of Lennox and Arran; 
i 
The three royal brothers - Jamea, Robert and John - acted together 
in sympathetic treatment of their sister. James, taking a moderate 
line on religion despite his own reforming persuasion, put a stop to 
attacks on Mary's priests and placed them under the protection of John 
and Robert 'who then were both professours'. 
2 
Robert's attitude to 
this policy is to some extent uncertain, as when the queen had a sung 
mass some weeks later 'one of her priests was well beaten for his 
reward by a servant of Lord Robert's', 
abut 
since Lord James himself 
does not appear to have been altogether consistent in his own treat- 
ment of Mary's chaplains, 'A it is doubtful whether this represents any 
serious difference of opinion between Robert and his brothers. 
Already to some degree in the shadow of the abler James, he now 
seems to have been acting under the influence of John as well. The 
latter had followed a roughly similar path to Robert, though less 
I, CSP Scott it 547. 
2. Knox, History of the Reformation, ii, 81 Caldorwood, History , ii, 
143. 
3. CSP i, 56g. 
4. Ibid., 555. 
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prominently, - in the events of 1559-60. He was at first described as 
being of the queen's party in 15601 and received letters fror, her in 
January of that year, 
2 but had dealings with Elizabeth and the English 
in January and July 1560,3 and signed a ratification of the Treaty of 
Berwick in Maay. 
4 
Now, in the autumn of 1561, the two brothers con- 
tinned to act together, Robert supporting John in an opposition to the 
younger Arran the origin'-., 'of which is obscure, but which may well have 
been part of the reason for Robert's changes of heart during the Wars 
of the Congregation. The queen consulted John on how to obtain a guard 
of hired soldiers to ward off a rumoured attempt by the unbalanced 
Arran to abduct her. Calderwood states 'the ambitious man was resolved 
to obey her in all things, and was therefore the deerer to her'. He 
and Robert took turns to guard their sister at Iiolyrood Palace. 
5 
In the 
dispute between Arran and Bothwell over the affair bf Alison Craik, 
Arran's reputed mistress, Lord John was . leading supporter of 
Bothwell, 
his prospective brother-in-law, and 'this affinitie drew Lord Robert 
also to his assistance'. 
6 
John assns to have appealed to the queen more as an entertaining 
companion, familiar with French ways, than as a political adviser; 
although he was involved in some public business he was never at any 
time leader of a faction, or an initiator of policy. On 24 October 
1. Hamilton Papers, Lis 748-9- 
2* TAI, xi, 9. 
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15610 Randolph reported to Cecil that Lord John had $not least' 
favour with his 'leppyngeand dansinget, 
i 
and on his death, only two 
years later, his sister was reported as saying that (notwithstanding 
iia views on religion) 'God took always from her those persons in 
whom she had greatest pleasure'. 
2 
Robert also sought the favour of the queen through his companion- 
ship. On 30 November 1561 the two brothers, with Rene d'Elboeuf a 
Guise uncle of the queen, rode at the ring for her entertainment. Two 
teams played; one led by Robert and dressed as women1 the other, in 
which d'Elboeuf was prominent, dressed'as 'strangers, in strange 
masking garments'. ' Robert's #women' won. 
3 About this time, too, 
Robert gave his sister the gift of a sorrel gelding, an animal which 
she in turn gave to her ill-fated admirer, Pierre de Chatelard. 
4 
Both Robert and Sohn were seeking wives at this time. In October, 
Randolph reported that Robert 'conaumethe' with love for the sister 
of the earl of Cassillis, Jean Kennedy, 
5 
and in December both brothers 
were wed, within a fortnight of each other, John marrying a sister of 
the earl of Bothwell ('a sufficient women for euch a man', in Kn='e 
6 
1. CSPScot I i, 563. 
2. Knox, History of the Reformation, ii, 86. 
3. Keith, Affairs ii, 119-20. 
4. Fraser, Mary, Queen of Scots, 204. 
5. CSP Scot, it 563. 
6. Keith, Affairs, iii' 132; according to Randolph (CSP Scot, is 563), 
Bothwell granted Robert land in Teviotdale and the abbey of Melrose, 
but there . is no corroboration of this - it would seem in any case 
more likely that John would be recipient of such a gift, perhaps 
in fulfilment of"a marriage contract, though there appears to be no 




Brother James, newly created earl of Moray, was him- 
self married less than two months later, on February 8.2 
Randolph's comment on Robert Stewart's attitude to his bride 
could be regarded as a first genuine reference to the man's character - 
a dissolute and sensual one. The first recorded of his illegitimate 
children, a girl, must have been conceived barely fifteen months after 
his nuptials. 
3 
By late 15669 he had three lawful and three illegiti- 
mate children, 
4 
(though it is quite possible that one or more of the 
latter was born before his marriage). In the end, he was to father 
at least ten natural children, and this may have been one of the 
factors which contributed to the marital disharmony of his later 
years. 
5 
During the first half of 1562, Robert remained in attendance on 
the queen. He was with her in Linlithgow from 16 to 30 January, and 
probably in Edinburgh from then until the latter half of June when 
he was with her at Stirling, whence he departed for Sutherland. 
Throughout this period his personal attendant was George Winram, who 
receiv4d regular instalments from the treasury for expenses disbursed 
on Roberts behalf. 
6 
About a month before his departure for. the 
north he suffered a brief illness; Winram's June expenses included 
1. Knox, History of the Reformation, ii, 36. 
2. Lee, James Stewart, earl of Moray, 97- 
3. Inventaries de la Royne d'Escosse, Douairiere de France, 143-4. 
4. RSS, v1 no. 3101, 
5. Barnbarroch Correspondence 287-9- 
6. TAB xis 103i 110,150-1; references to the queen's movements 
are taken from D. Hay Fleming, Mary Queen of Scots, 515-43. 
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51s to an apothecary for drugs and £23.179 to Alexander Thomson, an 
Edinburgh burgess who had accommodated Robert during his incapacityi 
and whom he was to visit with some frequency during the next year or 
80" 
His waiting upon the queen would appear to have brought him con- 
siderable dividends in the form of gifts from the treasury. In 
February 1562 he received quantities of black velvet, satin and taffeta 
for the making of a cloak, coat and hose. One of-these garments was 
apparently to be lined with blue, another with white fustian, the 
whole. was to be embroidered with silver and accompanied by a velvet 
belt, bag and. bonnetq gloves and a gilt whinger. 
2 
The following month 
he again received-what was virtually the making of a complete outfit, 
3 
and in June ¬49.8s was given to Robert Macklurge for the making of 
several garments. ` 
At the same time, however, Robert Stewart did a fair amount of 
travel on his sister's business. After his trip to Sutherland - 
possibly on a justice-ayre, as was to happen in later years - he was 
sent in September 1562 to Edinburgh with 'aucht peice'of gret 
arteilzerie', which he shipped at Leith and brought to Aberdeen, pre- 
sumably in support of Mary in her struggle with Huntly and his son. 
5 
He was still in Aberdeen two months later and was thereafter in 
1. TA, xi, 173. 
2. Ibid., 107-8. 
3. Ibid., 152-3. 
4. Ibid., 173. 
5. Pitscottie, Historie, ii, 178n.; Lee, Moray, 105-8. 
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Dundee, Perth and Stirling. 
i Vinram and a colleague, William Mackeson, 
were paid expenses for accompanying him on this trip, and provision 
was made for the welfare of Robert's horses during his absence. 
Alexander Thomson was reimbursed with £64 for hospitality - 'disionis, 
dennaris, supparis and collationia' -'for the time Robert Was in 
Edinburgh. 
` 
He was back at Holyrood house- on 8 February when he granted a 
tack of the teindsheaves of Bolton kirk to William Maitland, younger 
of Lethington. 
3 During the same month, Winram received the expenses 
of a trip from Edinburgh to St Andrews, where the queen was, presum- 
ably indicating that Robert was there also. 
4 
From then until June 1563, 
there is no direct evidence for Robert's movements, ' but it may well be 
that he was in Fife with Mary, who remained there, either at St Andrews 
or at Falkland, until early May. On May 6 he was included, with John 
and the younger Robert, in a charter to Moray of the lands of Cullend, 
5 
and with Moray and Robert in a charter to John of the barony of Engzie 
dated June 4,6 and of lands in Banff, dated June 22.? 
James and John had both received titles on marrying; 
8 
James was 
invested as earl of Moray for his political services, John, briefly, 
I. TA, xi, 250-1. 
2. Ibid., 251- 
3. Register House Charters, SRO ref. RH. 6/1904. 
4. TA, xi, 251. 
5. R, SS, v, nos. 1307-8. 
6. Ibid., no. 1329. 
7. RMS, iv,. no. 1468. 
8. Lee, James Stewart, earl of Moray, 97; Fraser, Lennox Book, L. 
420. 
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towards the end of his short life, became Lord Darnley, presumably 
for the place he held in his sister's affections. Robert, despite his 
military exertions, was not ennobled, though he was granted a charter 
on 16 June 1563 of the lordship and barony of Strathdon, Inverurie. and 
Fetterletter, the lands of Cabrach end'the lordship lands and-barony 
of Cluny and others, all in the sheriffdom of Aberdeen. 
i 
On 25 July Robert was in Edinburgh. 
2 Some months later, at a 
date unknown but possibly after 14 October, 
' 
he, John and James all 
set off for the north, where they held justice courts. They punished 
various thieves and murderers,. and burned two witches in accordance 
with the new statute passed by parliament in June of that year, 
4 
one, 
being 'so blinded by the devil that she affirmed "That no Judge had 
power over her" :5 Shortly afterwards, quite suddenly, Lord John 
died, at Inverness. The cause of his death is not stated in any of 
the sources, but given the evidence suggesting poor health in his 
earlier years, it may be that he was never strong, and the rigours of 
a northern journey proved too much. 
Details of Robert's movements of the next few months are hazy 
though he was back in Edinburgh by February 8, when he granted & 
. 
tack 
of the lands of Pilrig and the common muir of the Canongate to Patrick 
Moneypenny. 
6 
Some days before, on January 22, he was mentioned in a 
report by the laird of Sheldon, newly home from negotiations in France, 
stating that among the 'fair words' given to the Scots by the French was 
1. RSS, v, no. 1356. 
2. Register House Charters, SRO ref. RH. 6/1919-20. 
3. Keith, Affairs 202. 
4. APS, ii, 539- 
5. Knox, History of the Reformation, ii, 86. 
6. Balfour of Pilrig Muniments, SRO ref. GD. 69/10. 
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the suggestion that the old band of Scots men-at-arms might be re- 
surrected with Lord Robert as captain. 
I Nothing came of this. It 
shows that Robert was remembered in France, and was in some favour at 
the Scottish court; on the other hand, one is perhaps entitled to 
wonder whether he would have been suggested for this honour had 
brother John still been alive. 
For the year from February 1564 to February 1565, evidence for 
his movements remains, sketchyq though when it is possible to catch 
a glimpse of him, he is generally at or near the court. On April 6' 
he was in the Canongate. 
2 On September 19 Kirkcaldy of Grange wrote 
from Edinburgh to Thomas Randolph, mentioning some 'foleis' of Robert 
and Captain Stewart (unfortunately left to the bearer to describe 
verbally). 
3 
Four days later,, the earl of Lennox, father of Henry 
Stewart, Lord Darnley, returned from exile to Scotland and stayed at 
'Lord Robert's of Holyroodhouse'. 
4 
In Decembers Robert was almost 
certainly in parliament in Edinburgh, 5 when he received a momentous 
grant of land. 
The arrival of Lennox marked the beginning of significant develop- 
ments in Robert Stewart's life. There is no evidence up to this point 
of any especial friendship between Robert and members of the Lennox 
family, but the earl's lodging with him was only the first evidence 
1. CSP Scot, ii, - 38. 
2. Canongate Court Book, 151. 
3. CSP Scot, lit 75- 
4. Ibid. " 77" 5. _, iii, 254-6. 
k 
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of a seeming closeness. In February 1565, when Lennox's son, Lord 
Darnley, arrived"in Scotland, - he dined with Robert on-one of the three 
days,. February 13-15, that he spent in Edinburgh. 
1 
In the ensuing 
v. 'eeks: a-friendship grew up between the two; Roberts now in his early 
thirties, made a big impression on the 19-year-old Darnley. By 
March 20 Lennox had joined with a faction described by Randolph as 
composed of persons that are noted greatest enemies to all vertue'. 
Among this group, which included the earls of Atholl and Caithness and 
Lords Ruthven and Rom , Robert Stewart was named. In the first 
explicit assessment. of his character by an öbserver, Randolph described 
him as 'vain and nothing worth, a man full of all evil, the whole 
guider and ruler of my Lord Darnly'. 
2 
The Lennox faction, with Darnley as a prospective husband for 
the queen, began steadily to acquire power at the expense of Moray, 
Arran, Argyll and their followers. Robert's support of the Lennox 
group marked a break with his brother. Darnley disliked Moray, and 
did not trouble to conceal the fact. On one occasion in March 1565, 
when Robert showed him a map of Scotland, Indicating Moray's lands 
and their extent, Darnley remarked that 'it was too much'. Moray 
heard of this and the queen counselled Darnley to apologise. 
3 
If Robert had joined the Lennoxes in the hope of advancement, 
reward was not long in coming. ( April 4, the day after his brother 
had departed. from the court 'in deep perplexity', he received a second 
4 
1. CSP Scot, ii, 125. 
2. Keith, Affairs, ii, 271-2. 
3. `, 275. 
4. Lee, : Tames' Stewart, earl of Moray, 135" 
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charter of the Strathdon lands, differing from the original in three 
notable respects; the remainder was changed in favour of heirs gen- 
eral, Moray, the dead John, and Robert secundus being removed, the 
lands were erected into a barony, and the whole was rendered blenche 
ferme. 
i 
On May 15, Darnley, laden with new honours, knighted him 
(among others that 'never showede anye greate token of their ,- 
vassallage"). 
2 
On that day and again on July 199 he was included as 
an extraordinary member of the privy bouncil. 
3 It seems likely that 
it was as a gesture of gratitude for this royal favour that two of the 
children born to Jean Kennedy and himself at this time were christened 
Henry and Mary. 
Though it seems clear that these honours came to Robert as a 
result of his relationship with Darnley, the most important of the 
advancements to which he aspired had its origin in a grant which he 
had received before Darnley's arrival. The previous December, in 
parliament, Robert had been granted a heritable infeftment of 'all 
and haill the landis of Orkney and Zetland, with all and sindrie yles 
pertaining thairto', with sheriffdom and foudry, following the queen's 
declaring herself to be of perfect age and the express dissolution in 
plain parliament of the islands' annexation to the crown, 
4 
On May 11 
Randolph reported 'tis spoken that some others [besides Darnley] shall 
S 
be called to greater honour -'as the Lord Robert earl of Arcknaye ... ' 
I* RSS, v, no. 2035. 
2. Randolph to the earl-of Leicester, Minutes of Mar Peerage, 879 
quoted in Scots Peerage, v, 614. 
3" E-PC, i, 335,341. 
4. APS, iii, 254- 
5- CSP Scot, ii, 157. 
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On May 26 the grant passed the jjrivyseali and precept was given to 
James Menteith of Saltcoatst2 although this award for some reason 
never passed the treat seal, and although it was ostensibly super- 
seded in less than two years, it continued for sixteen years to 
form the basis of Robert's title to the Orkney and Shetland lands. 
Just over a week later, Randolph wrote to Cecil, 'My Lord Robert ... 
shall be (he says himself) earl of "Orknaye". 3 
These events constituted an altogether unheralded turn in Robert 
Stewart's career, and it is debatable who can have been the prime 
mover in bringing it about. The timing of the grant, and its strik- 
ingly generous nature, suggest that it may have been a gift for services, 
possibly in furthering the queen's plans for a marriage with Darnley, 
though the only evidence for this lies in his hospitality to Lennox 
and his song and his subsequent friendship with the latter. Nonethe- 
less, given that Moray and Maitland were at best unenthusiastic about 
a marriage between Mary and Henry Stewart and later strongly opposed 
its preferring if possible to match her with Robert Dudley, earl of 
Leicester, 
4 
it may be that Mary had found Robert useful in furthering 
her own matrimonial ideas. 
The question of why it was the Northern Isles that were chosen 
for Robert whether as gift or reward, is also a difficult one. Robert 
1. RME2j - v, no. `2078. ' 
2. " Register House Charters, SRO ref. RH. 6/1992. 
3. CSP ii, 174. 
4. Leeq, James Stewart, earl of Moray, 111-134. 
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had connections as superior of Holyrood with several individuals 
with interests in the north, interests of which he must have been 
fully aware. The most. important of these was John Bellenden of 
Auchnoull, the justice clerk, and there exists in the Roxburghe 
papers 
1a 
grant to him, couched in similar terms to Robert's, of 
the lands of Stronsay, Papa Stronsay, Linga Holm, Little Linga, 
Segie Holm and Noy, incorporated as a 'free tenandry', with power 
of pit and gallows and others associated with a barony. It is 
undated and possibly no more than a draft, but its details suggest 
that it was in some way associated with Robert's grant. 
The queen may, it is true, have decided, on the donation of these 
lands for herself - Darnley's successor as her consort was to receive 
them temporarily as a dukedom - but there is at least some circum- 
stantial evidence, besides Iiellenden's grant, that Robert may have 
been particularly interested in a gift of the Orkney and Shetland 
lands, rather than merely the passive recipient of it. Firstly, the 
gift was an unusual one; it required dissolution of the annexation 
re-affirmed in 15402 and in fact ran counter to the terms of that of 
14719 which had restricted alienation of the lands to legitimate 
children of the monarch. 
3 
Secondly, it was in opposition to previous 
royal policy; nobert's grant was not simply a tack granted as in 
the past in the hope of inducing a Scottish notable to lend his 
influence in providing stable government of the islands, it was a feu 
1. Roxburghe Muniments, NRA(S) survey no. 1100, bundle 1612. 
2. RMS, iii, no. 2233" 
3. AlS, ii, 102. 
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which he was obviously convinced would be elevated into an earldom. 
Thirdly, unlike Strathdono which there is no evidence he ever visited, 
his receipt of the feu of the Orkney and Shetland lands was followed 
very soon by signs of direct practical interest in the islands. On 
1 August 1565 he acquired interest in a ship lying at Burntisland 
which had been taken in piracy by Thomas Moodie, brother of the 
chamberlain of Orkney. 
i 
On 7 December, at Edinburgh, he granted a 
charter to John Mowat of 5d land in Rendall. 
2 During this same 
period, on 23 August, he granted Sir John Bellenden of Auchnoull the 
offices of justiciary and bailiary of Broughton; 
3 
this transaction 
was part of the basis upon which the Bellendens later acquired the 
lands of Broughton as a temporal lordship, and it is tempting there- 
fore, particularly in view of later dealings between Robert and 
Bellenden, to see this as a reward by Robert to the justice clerk in 
anticipation of the transactions he was contemplating in the north. 
Finally, the unwonted alacrity and decisiveness with which he was 
ultimately to act in acquiring power in the islands suggests a care- 
fully thought out policy and a familiarity with the order of things 
in the islands which he could well have derived from certain of his 
Holyrood vassals. 
By the beginning of July 1565 he was according to Randolph 
'nowe earle of Orknaye, mislyked of the queen but keapt in by the 
Lord Darlye whom he serves with hys cape in hys hande'. 
4 
The English 
1. Rx, i, 347. 
2. REO, 282, no. clxiv. 
3. RMS, iv, no. 1985- 
4. Keith, Affairs, ii, 301. 
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ambassador found Robert and Lord Fleming on such terms of intimacy 
with the king that he had to address the latter in their presence. 
This closeness to Darnley meant that Robert had all but achieved 
his apparent goal of becoming earl of Orkney by raid-1565, though his' 
doubtless baleful influence on the weak and arrogant king had not him 
at odds with his sister. However, Robert's friendship with Darnley 
was in the end to prove a mixed blessing, and the acquisition of the 
earldom lands of the Northern Isles was not to prove as simple as he 
had hoped. After the charter of December, there was to be no further 
evidence of interest in Orkney and Shetland for nearly two years. 
In early January 1566, he set off for Sutherland on an unspecified 
errand another justice-ayre. 
1 
. possibly 3 About the same time, on 
January 3, Gilbert Balfour of Westray was made sheriff of Orkney, 
an office which had been part'of Robert's grant. 
2 Another such 
office, the ýfoudry of Shetland, went to William Murray of Tulli- 
bardine later the same year, on July 29.3 
The explanation for this seeming change in the crown's intentions 
would appear to lie in the growing estrangement between the queen 
and her husband. This was greatly increased on March 9 by the murder 
of David Rizzio, the queen's secretary, in her presence. Robert, 
having returned from the 'Northland', was at his sister's table when 
the assassins burst ins but he took no part in what followed. 
1. TA, xi, 464: 
2. RSS, v, no. 2529. 
3" lbid,, 3014. 
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Indeed, despite his close relations with the king, he, seems to have 
been wholly innocent of any connivance, direct or indirect, in the 
killing of the unfortunate Italian, though Patrick Bellenden, 
brother of the justice clerk and Robert's predecessor as sheriff of 
Orkney, was a supporter of Morton and Ruthven and pointed a cocked 
dag at the queen. 
I 
As events were to show, Robert never wholly 
abandoned Darnley, but he was never afterwards as involved as he 
had been in the king's doings. Indeed, even before his appearance 
at her table in March 1566 he may have tried to mend relations with 
his sister. As early as November 1565, she had made a gift to him 
of 4 ells of cloth of silver*2 On 29 May he was issued with letters 
authorizing him to command delivery of all persons detaining 
Rizzio's horse; 
3 
and when in May or June of the same year the queen 
made up her testamentary inventory (presumably in anticipation of 
the perils of child-bed), she bequeathed him Wne Croix garnie de 
4 
dinq:: r tables de diamens et trots perles pandantes. '. 
Such details as are available for Robert's movements in the 
months after the killing of Rizzio suggest that for the first time 
since the queen's return to Scotland he was absenting himself from 
the royal train - and on his own, not royal, business. Shortly before 
June 229 about the time of his sister's confinement at Edinburgh, 
his servants were involved in 'troubilland debaitt' at Falkirk with 
1. Letters of Mary Queen of Scots, i1 23- 
2* 2nventaireg, 158- 
39 TAB xi, 507- 
4. Inventaires, 122. 
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the followers of William, Lord Livingston, 
l 
and both sides were 
ordered to keep the peace. The queen remained in Edinburgh till 
the end of July, but Robert was still outside the city,, probably in 
the Falkirk area, on July 18 when a boy was sent out of the capital 
with privy council orders to both parties to compear personally. 
2 
This summon, following hard on Moray's restoration to favour, was 
obeyed by both sides on July 24.3 Robert being accompanied by 
William identeith of Randyfurd. Randyfurd and his men were ordained 
to ward thotnselves in Stirling and not to go east of the town; the 
Livingstons were to refrain fror making trouble for the commendator 
or the inhabitants of Carsegrange, over which the dispute had 
presumably arisen. This arrangement was to last until the next 
royal visit to Stirling. These occurrences are interesting in 
illustrating the importance to Robert of the Menteith family, 
members of which were to serve him long after he had surrendered the 
lands of which theirs formed a part; indeed it is quite possible 
that the James, William and Patrick Menteiths named as Randyfurd's 
men are the same individuals who two years later were to be involved 
in strife in Orkney while in Robert's service. 
After this, Robert's activities are again obscure until October 
26t when he was at the Canongate Tolbooth with signet letters 
supporting him in a dispute with the inhabitants of the burgh 
regarding the election of bailies. 
4 
The queen had been at Jedburgh 
1. PC, i, 469. 
2. TA, xii, 13-14. 3. _, i, 473. 
4. Prof. Tz. K. Hannay Papers, SRO ref. GD. 21V/192. 
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since early in the month and remained there, attacked by serious 
illness, until early in December. -Robert was still away from the 
court in November, when letters to him left the border town by 
mc:: aenger. 
I 
At the time Robert was in the Canongate, Darnley, his 
erstwhile companion, was in the west of Scotland. 
2 
On November 3 letters in Robert's favour passed the privy seal 
granting him the sum of 6990 and quantities of wheat, bere, oats 
and meal from the thirds of Holyrood for the education of Henry, 
Jean and Mary, his lawful chfldrent and his bastards Robert and 
James. The reason for the grant was said to be that. flobert had 
'sustenit sic Bumptious chargis and expensis bepyde his labour, 
panis and travell in awaiting upoun thair hienes service in tynoes 
bypast that he is pocht abill to continew langar in his forner 
tryne and honorable convoy'. 
' 
Robert's position had declined 
considerably since the days when he had considered himself earl of 
Orkney in all but name. 
Ile was now comparatively isolated. The queen having become 
disgusted with the king, had no longer any need to tolerate his 
cronies, even when they were her own relatives. She had made Robert 
a gift, but although it was generous enough, it was intended 
specifically for his children, and gave humiliating reasons for its 
having. to be made. Darnley was-now heartily detested on all sides, 
4 
1. TA, xii, 32. ' 
2. Frase. , Mary Queen of Scots, 
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and his 'whole guider and ruler' did not now find the political 
climate' congenial. He had no dealings with his brother Moray -_, 
who was now in firm control and did not shrink from imposing his will 
on his unliked brother. 
1 
But worse was to come; on 10 February 1567, Darnley was murdered 
and Robert's fortunes reached their lowest ebb. His part in the 
murky doings before Kirk o' Field is obscure. So far. as can be 
judged, he was identified with none of thelnown factions, his sole 
connection with events being through the remains of his relationship 
with the king and queen. A week before the murder, according to a 
number of the sources for this episodeq 
2 
the queen had brought 
Robert and her husband together ''and there confronting them never 
left to provoke the one against the other until in her own presence 
from words she caused them offer strokes' I3 hoping by this means to 
rid herself of her troublesome and unpleasant husband without herself 
becoming involved in murder. Only Buchanan's histor states that 
Robert had foreknowledge of the plot and warned the king that his life 
was in danger. Darnley told the queen of this. Confronted with its 
Robert denied it hotly. 'and the queen for good measure called in Moray, 
hoping that he also would perish in the ensuing violence. 
The agreement between the sources suggests that there is at. 
least a grain of truth in the story of an argument between Robert and 
Ii- Lee, James Stewart, Earl of Moray, 177- 
2. For an examination of these see Donaldson, The First Trial of 
Mary, Queen of Scots. 
30 Book of Articles, printed in Donaldson, The First Trial of Mary 
Queen of Scots, 167. 
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Darnley, but even if it were a complete fabrication it would still 
have'had to be a plausible one in the eyes of those who know the 
state of relationships between the queen and members of her circle. 
Mary is depicted as caring little who was killed in the struggle 
between Darnley and Robert and relationships between the two are 
shown to be frosty at beat, though Buchanan's tale shows Robert 
still prepared to help the hapless Henry. It is not disclosed 
why Robert was prepared to risk telling the ailing king of the moves 
against him despite the fact - attested in this instance - that 
Darnley was notoriously unable to keep a secret= perhaps it was out 
of genuine regard. Whatever the facts, Robert's position in this 
difficult situation was far from happy. 
In the ensuing months, two occurrences point to a collapse in 
Robert's fortunes., The first was a privy seal letter, dated April 19 
to Robert, his uterine half-brother Laurence Bruce of Cultnalindie, 
James Johnston of Elphinstone, a 'cousing' - presumably a connection 
of his mother's - and two 'friends and servandis', Robert Leslie of 
Ardersier and John Stewart of Eildon, permitting then to leave the 
country for France, Germany and elsewhere 'for doing of thair leifull 
ercndis and besinos' for five years. 
l The second was the grant on 
May 12 to the earl of Bothwell of the same lands and jurisdictions 
in the Northern Isles granted to Robert almost exactly two years 
before, now elevated into a dukedoa. 
2 
1. Rss, v, no. 3387- 
t),. ibid., 3530" 
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But events were moving too swiftly for Robert's position to 
remain the same for long. The licence to travel abroad was never 
acted upon= he was still in Scotland on April 26 when he granted 
a charter, of part of the abbey kirkyard to John French. 
I 
By July` 
he seems to have been out'of Edinburgh, as David MacGill acted for 
him there on the 4th. 
2 He had probably gone to Kerse, part of the 
Holyrood lands, an he granted a charter there on the 15th. 
3 It was 
from there that many of his close henchmen came, and-it is possible 
that he had gone west from Edinburgh with the intention of mustering 
them. At any rate, when he returned to the capital, on the evening 
of the same day on which he had granted the charter, he was 'well 
accompanied'. He repaired to a meeting of the Lords of Council at 
the lodging of the earl of Atholl. 
4 
Throckmorton, on witnessing this, stated, 'Till now he has had 
no intelligence with them, but concurred with the Hamiltons'. This 
was the first suggestion for several months of Robert's political 
stance; it suggested that he had held to his allegiance to Mary 
throughout the aftermath of Darnley's murder but was now changing 
sides. Throclanorton was at that time acting under orders from 
Elizabeth to sound-out Mary's supporters and he had concluded that 
not even the Hamiltons, hitherto the most prominent protagonists of 
Mary, were to be trusted in her cause. 
5 Robert's meeting with the 
1. RMS, iv, no. 2557. 
2. Register of Deeds (1st series), ix, 157. 
3. T. L. F. Livingstone Papers (RMC), vii, 733- 
4. CSP Scot, ii, 354- 
5* Lee, James Stewart, Earl of Moray, 203. 
9'. 
Lords of Council was however an isolated incident in a career which 
was involved less and less in national affairs. Robert's presumed 
former support for his sister must have been lukewarm, as there is 
no evidence that he was with her at Carberry Hill or that he carried 
his support into any other form of direct action. On September 11 
his brother gave him £100 from the treasuryI which suggests that he 
may have rendered some kind of political service, but beyond this 
there is virtually no evidence that he now took any great part in 
politics. 
On July 24 Mary abdicated. On August 10 Murray of Tullibardine 
and Kirkcaldy of Grange were sent in pursuit of the earl of Bothwell, 
who had left the country from Dunbar and made for his precarious 
duchy; they were accompanied by Adam Bothwell, bishop of Orkney. 
2 
On July 27 Robert was in the Canongate subscribing a pension to 
Balfour of Pittendreich of victual from the lands of Whitekirk. 
Evidence for Robert's whereabouts again becomessketchy, but 
such references as do exist show him to be outside Edinburgh. On 
August 14 Throckmorton dined with the Regent, who was accompanied by 
his wife and several other ladies including the unaccompanied Jean 
Kennedy. 
' 
Cn September 19 Robert was represented by David McGill in 
Edinburgh in litigation with George Towers of Inverleith over the 
teindsheaves of Inverleith and Wardie. 
4 
Despite the obscurity of the 
I- TA, xii, 74. 
2. Donaldson, 'Bishop Adam Bothwell and the Reformation in Orkney', 
98. 
3. cam, ii, 383. 
4. RPC, i, 571. 
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evidence, however, there can be little doubt about what Robert was 
doing and planning, indeed the very lack of detailed knowledge of his 
movements suggests that he was being discreet about his preparations 
for what was to be the most vigorous and decisive action of his life. 
By 15 September the unsuccessful Kirkcaldy and his followers had 
returned empty-handed to Edinburgh. A month and a half later, on 
November i, Robert Stewart was in Kirkwall, acting as sheriff and 
styling himself feuar of the earldom of Orkney and lordship of 
Shetland. 2 
Two 
WHEN Adam Bothwell left Orkney in 1561, his period of continuous 
residence there came to an end. For the next five years, his visits 
were regular enough, but were restricted to periods of a month or 
two in the summer and autumn. 
3 
His immediate purpose in leaving 
the islands was to visit the queen seeking her help in withstanding 
the importunities of Bellenden of Auchnoull, but there is evidence 
that he was glad to leave the islands. When in 1567 attention was 
drawn to the fact that he had not resided permanently in his diocese 
for the past six years, he ascribed this to the fact that he could 
not 'remain in Orkney all the year, by reason of the evil air and 
1. Moray to Throckmcrton, CSP Scot, it, 394. 
2. Roxburghe Papers, see app. 7, no. 1; REO, 123, no. lvi. 
3. Donaldson, 'Bishop Adam Bothwell and the Reformation in Orkney', 
94. 
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the weakness of his body$. 
I 
It is certainly true that shortly before 
his departure his servant Japses Alexander stated that his master had 
been 'mervallis seik and beleefit nocht to half recuverit'. ` 
Bothwell returned to Scotland with the queen on 19 August 1561. 
About ten months later, whether under the queen's influence or not is 
unknown, an agreement was arranged regarding Bellenden's pensions 
from Orkney. It does not appear that Bothwell had any objection in 
principle to the granting to his uncle of income from the bishopric, 
only to the extent of his demands. On 26 October 1560 he had said to 
Napier of Merchiston that "gif thesis that hes done me plessuir will 
resaiff sic thankfulnes. - of me as of thankfull mynd I am willing and 
glaid to do thaimt I sail be about to do thame mair plessuir, and 
acquyt the benifet done to me mair thankfulle than ony in Scotland 
that ever ressavit sic guid deid', 
3 
and he had then gone on to speak 
of a pension of 1100 morks to be given out of 20 chalders of here which 
at a time of dropping prices was less than he had to sustain himself. 
He was not however prepared to 'geif over that thing suld be ny 
supple in time of neid, and that otheris weill deserving suld bruik 
efter met. 
The 1100 merk pension presumably formed the income which Bellen- 
den already derived from the islands before the 1562 agreement. By 
1. Donaldson, 'Bishop Adam Bothwell and the Reformation in Orkney', 
99. 
2. Napier, Napier of Herchiston, 73- 
3. Ibid., 63. 
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this agreement, dated June 4,1 the bishop seemingly managed to 
convince his uncle that it was not possible to demand more while 
further burdens lay on the bishopric in the form of pensions of 
600 merke to Lord John Stewart and 300 merke to Archibald Ruthven, 
son of Lord Ruthven. Instead, the agreement stated that on the 
termination of either of these pensions at any time for any reason, 
half their value was to go to the justice clerk. 
The bishop's decision to make only periodic visits to the islands 
would seem to have robbed Bellenden of a permanent channel of 
influence there. In addition the man whom the bishop regarded as 
Bellenden's chief mischief-maker in the north, Henry Sinclair of 
Strode (later of I3rough), died some time before 4 July 1563.2 It 
was perhaps for these reasons that in mid-1563 a new figure appeared 
on the scene in Orkney and Shetland - the justice clerk's brother, 
Patrick Bellenden. In Kirkwall on July 12 he was granted a charter 
by Magnus Iialcro of Brough of 6d land in Stenness - Housequoy, 
Meki1quoy, Dowscarth and others. 
The charter included among its witnesses Gilbert Balfour and 
John Gifford, familiars of bishop Adam and witnesses to the series 
of charters granted by him in June 1560, and William Ifalcro of 
Aikers, one of the supporters of Magnus Halcro in his contract of 
the same year. Precept was given to 11aicro of Aikers, and the 
1. Acts and Decreets, xxxi, 61i. 
2. RSS, v, no. 1419, 
3. OSf, 135, no. 65. 
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instrument of sasine was witnessed by Magnus's brother Ninian Ilalcro 
and Nicol Chalmers, both henchmen of the Caithness contract, and by 
George and Thomas Bellenden. Also witnessing both charter and 
sasine was another notable newcomer to the northern scene - William 
Henderson, Dingwall Pursuivant. He would seem to have arrived with 
Bellenden, and was later stated to be Auchnoull's factor in Orkneys - 
a point which would seem to reinforce the view that Patrick Bellenden 
had come to Orkney at least partly on his brother's behalf. Henderson 
continued to carry out his functions as a royal messenger in the. 
south for some time after his first appearance in Orkney, 
2 but later 
he and his brother Cuthbert were to settle in the islands and receive 
charges and grants of land. William's tomb can be seen in the 
cathedral to this day; 
3 his importance. for the present discussion, 
however, lies more in his observation and reporting of events than 
in the significance of the part he played in them. 
Patrick Bellenden's first visit to Orkney aas probably a brief 
one. Little over a month after the first reference to him being 
there, on August 17, he was in Edinburgh, where he granted a bond 
to Gilbert Balfour for £1004.4 George Bellenden would ' _, appear' 
to have remained behind, as he is found acting as sheriff depute in 
December 1563.5 
On 10 March 1564, Bellenden of Auchnoull and James Balfour [of 
1. Roxburghe Muniments, see app. 9, no. 6. 
2. TA, xi, 356. 
3. RCAIIMS Inv., Orkngy and Shetland. ii, 132. 
4. Reg. Deeds (6s Series) vi, 39l. 
5. Craven SequeSt, 520+ec. gv. I06/259. 
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Pittendreich], parson of Flisk, acting respectively for the bishop 
and Gilbert Balfour, came to an agreement regarding the differences 
between the latter two. 
i 
Certain obvious points of understanding 
were reached. Past 'rancor' and 'controversies' between Balfour and 
the bishop particularly concerning the taking of the bishop's house 
at Birsay, were to be forgotten. Gilbert was to pay all debts resting 
owing from his lands of Westray, Birsay and Marwick for the previous 
year, the bishop was to 'releif and skatheles keep' Gilbert at the 
hands of Thomas Tulloch whose litigation against both parties con- 
tinued. Two points in this document, however, would appear to have 
been intended as preparation for a second, more important round of 
negotiations - this time between the bishop and the justice clerk. 
It was stated in the agreement that Gilbert Balfour had delivered 
to Bothwell the acquittances of Lord John's pension, for the payment 
of which he had been responsible. Balfour had also agreed, if 
requiredg to resign ad perpetuam remanentiam the lands of Birsay, 
Marwick and others in the northern part of the West Mainland of 
Orkney in the hands of the bishop or in favour of persons nominated 
by the bishop. On 30 June 1564 a decreet arbitral by William 
Maitland, younger of Lethington, the queen's secretary, 
2 
showed the 
purposes for which these moves were intended. 
The death of Lord John Stewart the previous autumn now meant 
that half his pension was to be paid to the 'ustice clerk, from 
1. Orkney and Shetland Papers, SRO ref. Rä. 9, /15/75. 
2. Acts and Decreets, xxxi, 64; w also p. 69. 
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land in Rousay, Egilsay, Sanday, Deerness and Holm. Balfour had in 
the meantime, shortly after his agreement with Bothwell and obviously 
in accordance with an intention implicit in that agreement, resigned 
his Dirsay and Marwick lands in the hands of the justice clerk. 
i 
Bellenden in turn agreed to set these lands to the bishop, thus 
making the latter his tenant as well as his superior; the reason for 
this move is not stated, but it may have been intended to relieve 
Bellenden of all responsibility for the land save that of receiving 
its income. 
Various other provisions were made. The agreement attempted to 
set limits to the justice clerk's intromissions with the bishopric. 
Beyond the arrangement regarding Lord John Stewart's pension, the 
reiteration of Bellenden's right to half Ruthven's pension should it 
end, and the settlement regarding the Birsay land, Bellenden was not 
to intromit further with the bishop's living, either by himself or 
through his brother Patrick and the payment of Bellenden's pension 
from various named lands was not to prejudice the bishop's juris- 
diction in those lands. 
The decreet did not, however, govern the pension-or pensions 
previously granted to Bellenden by the bishop. It was stated that 
account and reckoning was still to be made to Bellenden for the 
amount of his pension for the previous two years, and on the same 
1. Roxburghe Muniments. NRA(S) Survey no. 1100, bundle 1612. 
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day an agreement was drawn up between Bellenden and Bothwell to 
that effect-(the chamberlain charged with the task was Thomas 
Tulloch). 1 Maitland of Lethington was to give further permission to 
Bellenden to pursue the bishop for payment, presumably of the same 
pension, as late as May 1566.2 
The conclusion of the arbitration did not mark the full extent 
of Auchnoull's-direct interest in the islands, however, as his 
draft charter of (presumably) December 1564 was to show. Although 
undated, it stated, like Robert Stewart's grant of the earldom lands, 
that it followed on the queen's declaring herself, in parliament, 
to be of perfect age. The terms of Robert's grant exist only in 
the grant to him of the earldom in 1581, and it is from this that 
the date of seventeen years before is known; neither his grant, nor 
that of Bellenden, is mentioned in the contemporary parliamentary 
record. So broadly similar are the two grants, however, that one 
is perhaps entitled to speculate as to the relationship between 
Robert and Bellenden of Auchnoull, particularly with regard to their 
intentions in the Northern Isles. Certainly if the surviving corr- 
espondence is any basis for judgment, Bellenden was deeply concerned 
with the Orkney and Shetland affairs of Robert Stewart, Adam Bothwell 
and his own brother Patrick. 
Bothwell was in the north later in 1564 and made a grant of land 
1. Roxburghe Muniments, NRA(S) Survey no. 1100, bundle 1612. 
2. Ibid. 
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in Caithness on October 18.1 Patrick Bellenden arrived there again 
some time before January 15 when he presided as sheriff over the 
court in Kirkwall; James Redpath, the Sinclair appointee of a 
quarter-century before, was present as a depute. ` This time 
Patrick's visit was longer. He was still in Orkney on i April 1565 
when he granted his brother an obligation of the 'sums as it sail 
3 
happin him to deburs or becum souertie for in my name', in obtain- 
ing the feus of the bishop's lands of Lurie and charter to that effect, 
and for purchasing and obtaining royal confirmation of the same. 
Eighteen days later, in Edinburgh, he received from the bishop a 
charter of the Evie lands as well as the island of Eynhallow, ßerstan 
in St Ola, and further lands in Stenness - Tormiston, Culston and- 
ILobbister. 
4 
This last was stated to be in fulfilment of the decreet 
arbitral of June 1564, though the connection between the two 
documents seems obscure. 
Patrick's growing power in the islands was brought to a halts 
less than a month later, however, -by the grant of the sheriffship 
to Robert Stewart. It was an office Patrick was never afterwards 
to recover, even though he was to make his hone in the Northern Isles, 
found a dynasty of lairds, and live on into the 17th century in 
continuing enmity to the Stewarts. Why he took such an interest in 
1. Sinclair of Hey Muniments, SRO ref. GD. 96/165. 
2. REO, 118, no. liii. 
3. Roxhurghe Muniments, NRA(S) survey no. 1100, bundle 1612. 
4. RMS, iv, no. 1710. 
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Orkney is nowhere made explicit, but a degree of collusion between 
the Bellenden brothers John and Patrick seems very likely. Patrick 
may well have received land in Orkney for being a readier ally for 
his brother and his schemes than the bishop had been; certainly he 
married the widow of his brother's previous agent in the islands, 
Henry Sinclair. 
I 
At the same time, given Patrick's involvement in 
dark events at court, Gilbert Balfour's idea of the islands as a 
haven when affairs in the south became too hot may also have appealed 
to Patrick. Ile built no Noltland, but the mysterious 'Palace of 
Stenness' may have been his work; it is said to have been possible 
to see ships in Hoy Sound from its upper windows which seems unlikely 
given the local topography, but nonetheless suggests a large 
building. 2 The arrival of ]Robert Stewart, therefore, may well have 
upset elaborate plans on the part of Patrick Bellenden. 
As far as it is possible to tell. Patrick remained south for the rest 
of the year 1565 and for several months of the year following. In 
February 1566 he was directly involved in the murder of Rizzio, and 
may well have fled from Edinburgh at the same time as his brother - 
on March 18 when Mary and her husband returned to the capital with 
an army. 
3 On April 29 Lord Somerville undertook to ensure the with- 
holding of Kirkwall Castle from Patrick Bellenden and others who 
had been declared rebel. 
4 
I* See Appendix 6. 
2. Leith, 'The. Bellendens and the Palace of Stenness', POAS, xiv, 
(1936-7), 41-4; see also Scott's Pirate. 
3. Grant, 'Sir' John Bellenden of Auchnoul', UNB, ii, 187. 
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Orkney was obviously one of the places likely to be favoured by 
the fleeing Patrick and indeed there is evidence that his influence 
there was far from spent. On May 28 there occurred the first of a 
series of piratical attacks on continental merchants in Shetland. 
i 
Piracy was of course endemic-in the Northern Isles throughout the 
sixteenth century (and the examples to be cited are not the only 
ones to be found in the year 1566), 
2 but a sequence of incidents 
complained of to the privy council in February of the following year 
is of particular interest. Herman Schroeder had been attacked at 
'Qiailsund'3 on 28 May 1566 and his ship and booth spoiled; Sege- 
band Detken4 and John Beking received the same treatment three days 
later at Uyeasound and in succeeding weeks so too did Theodor Fogen, 
Johan Michel, Humierus Meager, Luderur Brummer and John Boling. 
These attacks were said to be the responsibility of two separate 
bands of pirates. The first, consisting of James Edmiston, George 
Foggo, William Simpson, John Orr and George Black and led by John 
Blackadder had attacked Schroeder, Fogen and Michel. This group, 
as far as one can tell purely Scottish, was to figure in later events. 
The second, a mixture of Scots and Orcadians, involved William 
Gifford, Robert Chalmers and Andrew Mowat from South Ronaldsay and 
John Roen* Peter Loch and John Piper. When Meager remonstrated with 
this second group over their treatment of him, they stated that they 
were acting in the name and authority of Patrick Bellenden (Petri 
to tiro:, xiv, 267-8. 
2. See REo, 375, no. ccxxxviii. 
3. Almost certainly Whalsay Sound. 
4. For further details of his career, see Donaldson, Shetland Life 
under Earl Patrick,, 60. 
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lallenthi). 
Formal power on the spot, however, now rested with Gilbert 
Balfour who had been made sheriff at the beginning of 1566. His 
appointment was a symptom of a further shift in the state of affairs 
at court and its indirect effect on events in the north. The 
eclipse of Moray and the Darnley match brought Sir Janes Balfour of 
Pittendreich, Gilbert's brother, to prominence, and he and Rizzio 
became 'most potent in the Queen's counsels'. 
1 
It is hardly 
coincidence therefore, that in addition to receiving the sheriffship, 
Gilbert became master of the royal household on 1 October 1565.2 
On June 17 he also received from Alexander Dick, provost of Orkney, 
the lands of Thurrigar, Sorquoy and I3arswick in : youth Ronaldsay 
together with the Pentland Skerries. 
3 
Balfour of Pittendreich's 
rise coincided with the return to Scotland from France of Bothwell 
in the autumn of 1565, and a year later he was active as a henchman 
of the earl. 
4 
Given this last point$ it is perhaps of significance that on 
24 September 1566 William Dlackadder, George Foggo and John Orr 
were granted commission to search for 'pirattis, sey thevis, rub- 
baris, pilliaris, rebellis and malefactouris upoun the seyis' who 
had been active in the Orkney area. 
5 
Blackadder was a servant of 
1. McNeill, 'Sir James Balfour of Pittendreich', JR, v (1960), 6. 
2. RSS, v, not 23522. 
3. RLIS, iv, no. 1759. 
4. McNeill, M. cit., 9. 
5. RSS, v, no. 3Ö 
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Bothwoll, having acted on the latter's behalf since at least June of 
the same y©ar. 
t 
Ultimately he was to be accused of the king's murder 
and to suffer torture and death for it. 
2 
It is to be noted that 
Foggo and Orr wore among those named as their attackers by the 
merchants in Shetland, and John iilackadder, the leader of that group 
and surely a relative of Williamq and James Edmiston, another of the 
band, also suffered for Bothwell. Considering that Foggo and Orr and 
probably the others as well, would appear to have been prominent mera- 
bers of the group of people they were supposed to be pursuing, it is 
hardly surprising that their commission was revoked a mere three 
weeks after its granting on the grounds that it was being abused; 
they were prohibited from molesting anyone$ natives or strangers, 
'undir the cullour and pretense of the lettros of marque or sey 
brevis of the kingis of Denmark, üw. *den or ony uther foreign prince' 
under pain of being accounted pirates. 
' 
Gilbert Balfour's attitude to events at court would seem to 
have followed his brother's fairly closely. Pittendreich's involve- 
ment in the murder of the king in February 1567 and in the events 
leading up to it is mysterious but seems fairly deep. Gilbert and 
his brother Robert were also implicated, and a placard pinned to 
the door of the Edinburgh Tolbooth inculpating Bothwell, Pittendreich 
and others, also stated land if this be not true, speis at Gilbert 
1. Gore Browne, Lord Bothwell, 255. 
2. Ihid. " 395. 




The Ilalfours were included in the queen's remission of 
ilothwell's crimes # but' "irowing estrangement between Pittendreich and 
the earl plus the latter's steadily weakening position drove James 
Balfour into the arms of Bothwoll's enemies; brother Gilbert went 
with him. By the time Bothwell left Scotland for the last time, 
Gilbert Balfour had retired to Orkney and he denied the duke the 
strongholds of Noltland and Kirkwall, and probably assisted the 
Grange expedition which arrived shortly after in pursuit. 
The story of this expedition, in which Adam Bothwell figured 
2 
prominently, has been retold on a number of occasions, and there 
is little need to recount it here. Suffice it only to say that on 
the expedition's unsuccessful return to Leith, the scene was now 
set for a major change in the history of the Northern Isles. 
Three 
ROBERT Stewart arrived in Orkney towards the end of October 1567. 
The exact circumstances of his journey and arrival are unknown, but 
it is of significance that in March the following year two Dutch 
merchants, John Egburg and'Efroune Claus, received from him £220 out 
of eight chalders 'Orkney weight' of bore for a 'hoy schip' called 
the Muryeone. 
3 
On November 16 William Henderson wrote to Bellenden 
1. Steuart, 'Gilbert Balfour of Weatray', OEM, iv (1911), 148. 
2. See Donaldson, 'Bishop Adam Bothwell and the Refornsntion in 
Orkney', 98-9; Napier, Napier of Herchiston, 122. 
3. Reg. Deeds (Ist series), --i-x-,, -3-67--. 
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of Auchnoull, noting that Robert had given Gilbert and James Balfour 
10 chalders victual each yearly from Whitekirk, 5 chalders had gone 
to Robert's half-brother, Laurence Bruce of Cultmalindie, a monk's 
pension of £40 to the parson of Penicuik and 'ane teynd besyd 
himself in Fyif' to the laird of Grange. 
1 
Gilbert Balfour had in 
addition been guaranteed Westray and Papa Westray 'als frely haldin 
of the said lord [Robert] as he halls Orknay of the Kyngs majestic', 
for which Gilbert had given over to Robert the sheriffship and keep- 
ing of the castle of Kirkwall. All this, which was tobe 'endit and 
perfytit amangs thane and contractis maid to that effect' at Robert's 
first return to Edinburgh, would seem to suggest rewards for support- 
ers - Cultmalindie and Penicuik - and placating of possible opponents - 
Grange and the l3alfours, the latter of whom had already successfully 
denied the island strongpoints to Bothwell. 
'Robert was later stated to have granted pensions to David and 
James Bruce, presumably Cultmalindie connections. Since there is no 
mention of these before Robert's contract with the bishop in-September 
1568, one is. tempted to assume that they were then fairly recent in 
origin, and that they were in fact granted for services in the Orkney 
adventure. Three other minor characters were mentioned as being 'in 
Orkney'. Robert Campbell, Thomas Cumming and Thomas Sanderson were 
all men of the Canongate whose names appeared in litigation-in the 
latter year, their absence from the burgh being noted. It seems likely 
that they too may have played a small part in Robert's eapedition. 2 
1. Itoxburghe Muniments, see app. 7, no. 1. 
2. CanonVate Court Book, 3,231,402. 
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If Henderson is to be believed, the winter of Robert's ex- 
pedition was a grim one. It was so tempestuous that. Auchnoull's 
factor had great difficulty in shipping out to his master and mistress 
victual which was 'verray scars in thir pairtis this yeir'. 
1 
In a 
later letter, he noted that 'god hen plagit this cuntrie with mony 
plagis this yeir god for his gudness to put remeid thairto'. 
2 To 
the unrest in nature, Robert added a fresh turbulence in the North's 
unquiet politics. 
In his letter of November, Henderson noted 'My lord hes bene 
deligent in the furthsetting of justice and hes put gud ordor and 
rewle in the cuntrie god gif him grace to continew'. On November I 
Robert had heard complaints by the 'puir commcwnis' who occupied 
the lands of. the subdeanery of Orkney, about exactions by servants 
of the bishop and by Patrick Bellenden. On November 4 he issued a 
summons as sheriff at the instance of William Irving of Sabay against 
John Irving for non-removing. 
3 
At the same time, however, Patrick Bellenden had departed from 
Orkney 'in ane strange maner's and Henderson perceived that Robert 
was 'myndit to do him na plesor'. Patrick's departure was apparently 
in protest against the same activities of Robert to which Henderson 
was alluding when he spoke of 'furthsetting of justice'. According 
to the factor's next extant letter to Bellenden, written on 
1. Roxburghe Muniments, see app. 7, no. 2. 
2. Ibid., no. 3. 
3. RTA, 123, no. lvi. 
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4 February 1568,1 Patrick's complaints were that Robert had 'evictit 
his frends and servands Furth of thair rowmes and bailyeries' 
(Henderson's words) and his wife and children from their heritage 
and had put John Houston in charge of the lands of subdeanery 
which Patrick had apparently held before Robert's arrival. 
2 
Henderson denied these charges, except in the case of William Halcro 
[of Aikers] who, he said, had lost his bailiary of Firth and 
Stenness on being convicted 'de crimine falso'. Whatever the 
truth or otherwise of these charges, this episode marked the beginn- 
ing of lasting enmity between Patrick Bellenden and the new fiar. 
On 10 November, Robert's brother, James, earl of Moray, now 
regent, stated that it had been reported to him that Robert intended 
to intromit with the lands of the lordship and earldom 'under pretense 
of ane pretendit heritabill infeftment', and ordained letters dis- 
charging tenants and occupiers from paying their dues until the 
question of title had been decided. 
3 It was not disclosed who had 
informed the regent of Robert's activities, but there is no doubt 
that it was Patrick Bellenden who in retaliation was attacking Robert 
at his weakest point - the shakiness of his title to the lands he 
had acquired. In the correspondence from Robert and William 
Henderson to the justice clerk, it was stated that Robert was 'veray 
heychly offendit'4 at Patrick, but prepared for his brother's sake to 
take him back as a vassal, and even to make him some assythement if 
1. Roxburgh Tlunimenta, see app. 7, no. 2. 
2. He was actually granted a charter of these lands on 23 }Larch 1568 
and infeft by proxy 2 August the same year, RO, 288, no* clxx. 
3. Rnc, i, 589- 
4. Roxburghe Muniments, see app. 7, no. 2. 
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he were prepared to admit that his declarations to the regent were 
based on 'sinister informatioun... utherwys your lordship wil pocht 
think that r can forgif sic offence as he hes done to meO. 
i 
Later 
letters were'to contain less veiled threats. 
On 20 December 1567 Parliament put on record- its recognition 
of the separate laws of Orkney and Shetland. 
2 Whether or not it 
was influenced by the new circumstances there is impossible to say, 
though if it was not the legislation seems oddly coincidental, to 
say the least. At about the same time Robert intercepted certain of 
Bothwell's fleeing followers, 
3 including Edmund illackadder and the 
laird of IIeanston, 
4 
who had been named as murderers of the Icing 'with 
the hands' in company with Gilbert Balfour the previous year. 
5 Robert 
threw them into chains and wrote to his brother regarding their 
disposal. Moray told him to liberate the ship and its crew, but to 
hang the less important of Bothwell's men and to send the leaders to 
Edinburgh. Six were in the end despatched south to face execution 
'with greater solemnity'. 
6 
The use of his services by the regent, 
however, proved in no way to imply recognition of fobert's rule in 
Orkney and Shetland, nor even did an ordinance of the General Assembly 
of 25 February 1568 that a missive be sent to him charging him to 
assist Gilbert Foulsie and James Annand, commissioners for the planting 
1. Roxburghe Muniments, se© app. 7, no. 5" 
2. APS, iii, 41. 
3. Selections Illustrative of the History of Scotland, 306. 
4. Roxburphe Dtuniments, see app. 7, no. 6. 
5. CSPScot , ii, 321. 6. Nau, The History of Mary Stewart, app. ii, 149-50. 
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of kirks, and to maintain the collector of thirds. Owing to Patrick 
I3ellenden's activities, Robert stated that he dared not leave the 
islands 'wythout I war suir', or more specifically 'wythout-that my 
lord regent send me his wrytting to assuir me to cum and gang 
unmolestit in my body or possessioun of this cuntrie'. 
1 
During this first period of residence in the north, Robert 
appears to have travelled about his new domain, accompanied by 
Henderson, Foulsie and James Alexander, commissary of Orkney. On 
February 6 he was in Burness, Firth, where a disposition was granted 
in his presence to William Sclater of his heritage there. 
2 
A little 
over a fortnight later he was at St Peter's Kirk, South Ronaldsay, 
3 
and on 16 )larch he rode from Kirkwall, accompanied by Foulsie and 
4 
Henderson, to the house of John Gifford at Gorn in Sandwick. 
The morning afterwards, one of his servants, called John Brown, 
newly arrived in Orkney, went to morning prayers in the cathedral. 
When the service was over, he made for undisclosed reasons to ascend 
a turnpyke stair to the spends' of the cathedral. The bishop's men, 
who were charged with guarding the cathedral, warned him to leave, 
or they would fire on him. He 'notht knawand that it was kepit 
gaif thame sharp words agane and thocht that it was done in dispyt'. 
He went and told his colleagues in the castle. On hearing his story, 
a group of Robert's servants, later reported as consisting of James and 
1. Roxburghe ? niments, see app. 7, no. 6. ". 
2. LEO,. 286, no* clxix. 
3. Ibid., 116, no. li. 
4. Roxburghe Muniments, see app. 7, no. 3. 
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Patrick Nenteith, George Dundas, 'Thomas Robeson, Walter Bruce, David 
Scollay and William Sclater, 
l'in 
ane angir ruschit' from the castle, 
in company with Brown. The bishop's men, on seeing the latter coming 
towards them, shot him in the head and-killed him. The feuar's men 
entered the cathedral and opened fire, killing in the-process bishop's 
men Nicol Alexander and James Moir. The three other occupants of the 
building fled, leaving Robert's men in possession. 
This, at any rate was the story as related by Henderson when he 
and Robert wrote to Bellenden of Auchnoull three days later. 
2 On 
hearing what had happened, about three o'clock on the afternoon of 
the 17th, Robert had apparently gone straight back to Kirkwall -a 
distance of about ten miles - arriving after dark. When he heard the 
details he 'wald nocht pass to the castell nor suffir his servands to 
speik wyth him', but went to the house of Hugh Gordon and remained there 
two days, during which he made an investigation of the incident and 
took counsel with the 'honest men of the cuntrie' as to what to do. 
When he and Henderson wrote to the justice clerk on March 20, 
Robert left the actual description of events to Henderson, who also 
directed a letter to Patrick Bellenden. Both emphasised Robert's lack 
of responsibility for what had happened. Henderson's letter stated 
that the incident was 'chanceit by his (Robert's) expectatioun and 
sair agents his will', Robert's that it had taken place in his absence 
1. RSS, vi, no. 306. 
2. Roxburghe I'luniments, see app. 79 nos. 3,4. 
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'but ony motyve bot of suddantye'. Both noted Robert's desire to 
make assythement and his particular regret at the death of Nicol 
Alexander, who was 'ferd' of kin. Robert desired Henderson to remind 
Auchnoull of 'the auld affectioun and kyndness that hes bene betuix 
him and you and siklyk betuix him and your broder Patrik and how that 
ather of your bairnis and his ar ferds of kyne quhilk suld move you 
to lufe and favor wyth us's and, thus to use his good offices in the 
'dress' of the matter. 
At first sight these letters would seem to sound a sincere note 
of regret. The incident in the cathedral would hardly seem to serve 
Robert's. desire for respectability as ruler of the islands, and it 
could also have jeopardised his further plans. The nature of these 
last is interesting; in Henderson's words Robert was 'bent to haif the 
superiorite of this cuntrie alswel of the bishopric as the rest'. 
Robert himself stated that he intended to achieve this by 'the 
interchance and cois of his [the bishop's] leiffing and myne and of 
the lands of IIirsay with your self and my lands of the Kers'. The 
bishop was very unwilling and Robert would deny the justice clerk 
nothing should he help him to effect this. Robert amplified these 
+holinhts in a further letter of March 31,1 stating 91 think my land 
of the Kers is als gud as the lands of Birsay and lykwys the super- 
iorite and bailyerie of the Cannogait to be als gud as the bailyerie 
of the bischopis lands of Orknay and Zetland'. To satisfie Auchnoull 
1. Roxburghe Muniments, see app. 7, no. 6, 
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he was preparedto'augment' him with the bailiary of Kers (in addition 
to that of Broughton)'swa that ye haffand that tkit bailyeries thair 
is na man in Lowthean may do bettir service to thair prynce'. 
The killings in Kirkwall could hardly be expected to further 
these plans, particularly when there arose further cause for 
difference between Robert and the regent. In his letter of March 
31, Robert stated that he-had been 'falsely dissavit' by one Robert 
Boswell who had undertaken to transport the laird of Beanston, one of 
Bothwell's captured followers, to Leith 'and not to suffir him to 
eschew', but had instead taken his captive to the south coast of the 
Moray Firth and there put him and his followers ashore. Two of Robert's 
servants sent 'to convoy$ had assisted in this and the regent was 
'informit that thai ar eschewit be my moyane'. Boswell had also 
apparently taken Edmund Blackadder, for whom Gilbert Balfour was to 
answer, and would not hand him over. 
However, the issues which take up the letters of 'both Robert 
and William Henderson - Robert's dispute with Patrick Bellenden, his 
desire for an excambion with the bishop, the fighting in the cathedral - 
were much more clearly linked than the early correspondence about 
them might suggest. Robert's chief complaint against Patrick was that 
as a result of the reports given to Moray by Patrick and his supporters, 
the regent was not prepared to accept Robert's feu mails for Orkney - 
in other words to recognise his title to the islands. Patrick and his 
friends (of whom Robert named the earl of Morton) had accused him of 
acting out of hatred for Auchnoull's brother. This Robert denied, 
stating that his actions had been purely in the interests of justice 
I13. 
'for I haif done na thing sen I came in Orknay be way of justice bot 
I will answer for it bayth befoir God and man'. Nevertheless, Robert's 
brother took Patrick's parts as in April 1568 Robert received letters 
on Patrick's behalf from the regent himself. 
l t 
The undoubted ill-feeling between Robert and Patrick was ampli- 
fied by Robert's suspicion that Patrick was initiating direct action 
against him. Henderson's letter to Patrick immediately after the 
cathedral affair stated that Robert 'allegeis that ye are the caul 
thairof for he is suirly infornit ye haif tans up one curipany of 
suddarts and purpois to cum in this cuntrie in his contrar'. Eleven 
days later Robert spoke to Auchnoull of a bond consisting of Patrick 
and some Orkneymen intending 'to persew ne in my body and to ruts 
me and all myna pepetually furth of this cuntrie gif it may ly in 
thair power'. 
` 
Finally, in a letter of June 1, Henderson named 
Patrick's followers as including Magnus and William Halcro, Gilbert 
Balfour and William Moodie, 
3 
and Robert, in Scalloway for the first 
time, abandoned his disavowal of responsibility for the events in 
St Magnus. 'The hail motyve and occasioun of the takying of the 
kyrk' was stated to be this; Magnus ttalcro had written to kinsman 
William telling of the bond involving Hellenden, Balfour and Moodie, 
and that Patrick was 'feand' soldiers to come to Orkney, take the 
steeple and force Robert to leave the islands 'and this to haif bene 
the bischopis devys'. Robert 'takand ane fein theirof', caused his 
1. Roxburghe rhmiconts* see app. 7, no. 7. 
2. Ibid., no. 6. 
3. Ibid., na. 8. 
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servants to take the kirk, but 'it was by his wil or wytting that ony 
slawchter sold hail bene maid'. 
It was already noticeable that, although ostensibly regretful at 
the deaths of Moir and Alexander, Robert had not however ordered his 
men to evacuate St Magnus; it must have been apparent for some-time 
to ! uchnouil aid c-. itas- ube, ervers that Robert was not as innocent as 
he claimed, and these new disclosures can only have furnished con- 
firmation of this. 
Robert's relationship with bellenden of Auchnoull appears to , 
have been fairly cordial. Bellenden was looking after Robert's 
son HSenryi and Robert was constantly seeking Bellenden's assistance 
in his cause. The relationship echoes that which Robert was to have 
with Sir Patrick Waus, his son Patrick's guardian, twenty years 
later. 2 Robert suggested more than once that, since he could not 
come south Bellender, should come north, 'and gif ye Wald cum be sey 
I suld send ane bark of my awin for you and my wyf togidder'. At 
the same time, presumably on account of the kindly obligation between 
Bellenden of Auchnoull and his brother, he constantly reassured the 
justice clerk of his willingness to receive Patrick, despite his 
continual complaints of ill-usage at the latter's hands. 
3 
lie was 
reluctant even in the face of the regent's representations to make any 
contract with Patrick, but was prepared to make one with Auchnoull in 
1. Roxburghe Muniments, see app. 7, no. 11- 
2* I3arnbarroch Correspondence, 238-9. 
3. Roxburghe runiruents, correspondence passim. 
115. 
his brother's name. 
But Robert was becoming somewhat desperate. Henderson'& June 
letter contained what amounted virtually to threats. lie stated that 
of those having direct interest in northern affairs, Robert-feared 
only Auchnoull himself, since he did not believe that the bishop could 
do anything without the justice clerk's agreement 'and he wil lay 
the hail wycht on your Lordship gif ony inconvenientis cums to him 
thairthrow'. Robert, being unable to come south, was prepared to 
give authority to his tiolyrood chamberlain, Adam Bell, to treat with 
the bishop and the justice clerk and to do anything reasonable asked 
of him, 'bot gif he persavis na thing bot regour usit aganis him he 
wil do all the displesor that he dow or may aganes the bischop and 
his partakars'. He was prepared to take stern action to preserve 
his right and title to Orkney 'and all that wil pretend to depryfe 
him thairof he wil pocht spair to talc thair lyffis... and he-is, ane'man 
that wil get money assistars and it is-dangerous deilying wyth him'. 
With regard to Robert and the bishop, Henderson said, 'I pray God 
that they war-fairly sunderit furth of utheris way.. * for I haif na 
hop of thair aggreance sa lang as thai-ar macheit in ane rowme 
togidder'. He repeated the view that had been noted in the March 
letters that since the lives of those killed could not be 'recuverit' 
it was better to make recompense than to go to the full extremity of 
the law. The best solution was for the bishop to take satisfaction for 
what had occurred and to allow 'the cois talkit of befoir to pas 
fordwart to perfectioun'. 
What happened in the ensuing months is unclear. On-June 11 the 
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bishop received a gift of Robert Stewart's escheat, Robert being at 
the horn for failure to present the cathedral killers before the privy 
council 'conforme to his generall band'. 
1 
Knowledge of this poss- 
ibility might well have been the cause for the aggressive tone of 
Henderson's letter of June 1. Robert was now in what appeared to be 
a very difficult position, with possible forfeiture added to his 
troubles. But by July 8 he had come south= on that date he granted 
a decreet in the Canongate against Thomas l1axwell, a canon of the 
abbey. 
2 On August 18 he was in the procession which passed from the 
tolbooth to open parliament*3 and on September 17 he and Bellenden 
of Auchnoull began the legal moves which were to add the bishopric 
lands to the earldom and lordship territories of which Robert was 
obviously now regarded as undisputed feuar. 
4 
What had brought about this rapid turn of fortune for Robert is 
not known, but it is quite possible Robert's mixture of threats and 
promises to Bellenden had convinced the latter that it would be wise 
to make the representations to ? foray for which Robert had been asking 
since November 1567. The rewards which Bellenden was to reap fron 
Robert's plans make this suggestion seem all the more possible. 
Moreover, since May 8. when the deposed Diary had escaped from im- 
prisonment in Lochleven the regent had had more than enough to concern 
him politically, and it would seem unlikely that he would concern him- 
self unduly with the squabbles in the Northern Isles. 
to RSS, vi, no. 306. 
2. Canongate Court Book, 76. 
3. Diurnal of Occurrents, 135. 
4. osn, 1629 no. 68. 
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IN the months after the return of Grange and his men from the north, 
bishop Adam had not enjoyed a happy time. Principal among his 
troubles was the censure he incurred from the Assembly. He was 
accused of only visiting his kirks from Lammas to Nallowmasl of 
occupying his time as a Court of Session judge, 'the sheep wandering 
without a pastor'; of retaining Francis Dothwell, "a papist', in 
his company, and of solemnising the marriage of Mary and Bothwell, 
this being 'altogither wicked'. 
I 
lie was then deprived of his fun- 
ctiona in the ministry' though he was restored again in July 1568 
on agreeing to make public confession of his fault on the last of 
these charges) 
Attention has been drawn to the difficulty of finding reasons 
for the formulation of these accusations; Professor Donaldson notes 
the possibility of 'a general atmosphere of suspicion' which singled 
out the bishop at a time when the king's party could not - rely' on 
its supporters, but adds 'equally, there may have been personal or 
family feuds at work which are concealed from us, and we may especially 
suspect the influence of Lord Robert Stewart... '4 Certainly feuds 
existed, but unfortunately there appears to be little direct evidence 
of a link between Robert Stewart and the Assembly's accusations. 
1. ß[JK, i, 112. 
2. I bid. , 114. 
3. Ibid., 131. 
4. Donaldson, 'Adam Bothwell and the Reformation in Orkney', 99. 
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For a time in the suruner of 1568, the bishop appears to have had 
something of a respite from these and his other troubles. In June 
he received the gift of Robert's escheat; in July he received only 
the lightest sentence from the Assembly. But by the end of the latter 
r"ionth Robert was in the south (under what circumstances or with what 
guarantees we do not know) and within six weeks or so documents were 
drawn up which marked the complete collapse of Bothwell's opposition 
to Robert and the effective end of his links with the Northern Isles. 
It is tempting to see iii all this the influence of Bellenden of 
Auchnoull. Robert, being in Orkney (indeed politically marooned 
there) during the winter of 1567-89 was obviously not in a position 
to influence events directly and the tenor of his correspondence with 
the justice clerk suggests that the latter was his major representative 
at court. Besides his apparent guardianship of Robert's son (a function 
which, it has been suggested, he had also performed for Adam Bothwell 
in the latt©r's youth), 
1 there have to be considered such factors as 
the long history of association between the Bellenden and the Holy- 
rood lands, the involvement of Sir John Bellenden in the excanmbions 
of 1568, the conception of such large and vigorous ideas by a man 
later described as being 'of no great judgment... ' and the considerable 
rewards Bellenden was to reap from these transactions. Faced with 
these points, one is perhaps entitled to wonder who thought up the 
idea of an eacacnbion in the first place. The evidence that Bellen- 
den was seeking land in Orkney to hold directly of the crown, and 
1. Spottiswoode, Historyý ii (ßk. iv notes), 73. 
119. 
had had a document drawn up in similar circumstances, if on a smaller 
scale, to Robert's 'heritable infeftment' of 1564, suggests that 
Bellenden was involved to some extent in Robert's northern enter- 
prises from the earliest, and may just possibly have given the 
driving force of ideas to Robert's activities. The justice clerk 
may not have been able to manipulate Robert in the way he did his 
own less powerful relatives, but he was perhaps able to use Robert's 
power, military abilities and ruthlessness to his own advantage. 
The correspondence from Orkney, however, suggests on the face 
of it that the excarnbion was Robert's idea, whatever Bellenden's in- 
fluence may have been on his going north in the first place. It 
is mentioned so soon after his first arrival in Orkney that one 
must assume it was part of his plan before he ever set off. The 
way in which Henderson described the plan to his master, the way 
in which Robert sought to interest Bellenden in it, enticing him 
by a promise of a second bailiary, suggest that it was not Bell- 
enden's idea, or if it was, Iiellenden's managing of Robert was 
subtle indeed. On the other hand, the evidence that Bellenden 
was broadly sympathetic to Robert's aim in going north makes it 
seem strange that the justice clerk was not made aware at the 
outset of a large-scale scheme of such profit to himself. The corres- 
pondence is of course, demonstrably misleading on certain points, 
and it is possible that the letters were framed in such a way as to 
suggest that the idea of an excanbion came from Robert rather than 
from Bellenden. Certainly the somewhat sudden way in which Hender- 
Son brought the subject up in his letter of ? March 20, in writing to 
120, 
an important'man directly affected by the plan and likely to be of 
paramount importance in bringing about its success, suggests that 
Bellenden must have had at least some prior understanding of what 
Henderson was talking about. In the end it is not possible to come 
to any definite conclusion on the question of Bellenden's involve- 
ment during the early days of Robert's activities in the north; 
however there is no doubt about his major role in the consummation of 
Robert's schemes. 
According to Adam Bothwell's later testimony, when Robert 
arrived in the south he lost little time in putting naked physical 
pressure on the bishop in order to force him into acquiescence, 
something he was seemingly able to do with'impunity. Bothwell was 
to state that Robert 'violently intruded himself in his whole living, 
with bloodshed and hurt of his servants; and after he had craved 
Justice his and his servants lives were sought in the very eyes of 
Justice in Edinburgh'. 
1 
Ile was forced for meer necessity' to 
take the abbacy of tiolyrood. This was on the advice of 'sundry 
Godly men; because then we could not have the occasione of a Generall 
Assembly'. 
Thet_bishop was now as isolated as Robert had seemed to be not 
long before. lie could get no support from the kirk. There would seem 
to haare been no curb whatever on Robert's activities= James Henteith, 
a likely leader of those seeking the lives of the bishop and his 




supporters, was respited on September 2G for his part in the cathedral 
killings. 
I 
Finally,, -the contracts drawn up in that month make it 
clear that the bishop's relative vas by then firmly in connivance with 
Robert. 
On September 17 Robert and Sir John concluded a contract whereby 
the latter was to receive the Kerse barony lands of Abbotsgrange, 
Newbiggings, Ponderlands, Bowhouse, Cowperland, and Coalheuchburn in 
exchange for which the Birsay lands held by Bellenden were to pass 
to Jean Kennedy, Robert's wife, in liferent, and Mary, his daughter, 
in fee. 2 The charter to Mary Stewart was dated the following day; 
it contained a provision where-by she was bound to resign her lands 
to her father on payment of 400 gold crowns. 
' 
On Septenber 20 Robert granted some small pieces of land to 
Thomas Hunter, bailie of the Canongate, 
4 
and on the 25th he granted 
a tack of the mill and dill-lande or Gorgie to David HcGi11.5 These 
were his last recorded actions as coruiendator of Holyrood. On the 
27th, , Adam Bothwell's final defeat `was signalled when, at Fastcastle, 
en route for York with the regent for the queen's trial, he sub- 
scribed a contract with Robert regarding their lands and revenues' 
and granted a charter to Robert of his lands in Orkney, 
7 
and another, 
1. RSS, vi, no. 505- 
2* QSR, 162, no. 68. 
3. Ibid. 
4. RIM, v, no. 378. 
5. Laing Ch., 210, no. 834. 
6. Acts and Decreets, x1ii, 340. 
7. R_s, v, no. 836. 
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probably at the same time, of the lands of Dunrossness. 
I At Ayton 
on the same day, a precept passed the privy seal for a letter to 
the bishop granting him the abbey of iiolyrood, and appointing him 
cormlendator for life, reserving a 91000 pension from the abbey to 
Robert. 2 
Robert subscribed the contract and the Orkney charter at 
Edinburgh on September 30 and had them registered three days later, 
together with his contract with Bellenden of the 17ths and a further 
contract with the justice clerk regarding bishopric lands in 
Shetland; 
3 
there is in fact no evidence that Robert and the bishop 
met at all during the making of these deeds, from draft to sub- 
scription, The contract of 27/30 September was a massive document. 
The conditions which the bishop had to fulfil were: that he would 
infeft Robert in liferent, and Henry, his son, in fee, in all the 
bishopric lands not already feued to Sir John and Patrick Bellenden, 
Archibald Stewart (? ), Gilbert Balfour, John Brown, John Cullen or 
the inhabitants of Kirkwall, and, set a 19 year tack to Robert of 
teinds not already feued; he was to deliver to Robert the palace of 
the yards and the castle of Kirkwall, with their artillery, and find 
caution for the same; he would infeft Robert and Henry in the offices 
of bailiary and justiciary of Orkney, Shetland and Caithness, and of 
constable and keeper of the 'castell of the yairddis'... with the half 
of... the eschotts and casualities of the saids offices', and funds 
1. Acts and Decreets, xlii, 347- 
2, RSS, vi, no. 506. 
3. Acts and Decreets, xlii, 347. 
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for the exercise of these offices from the readiest mails of Birsay; 
and he was to discharge all bonds of manrent so that Robert 'may 
be served therein as accordis as fewar and bailie'. The contract 
would not appear strictly to have been one of excambion, since 
provision was made separately regarding Robert's grant of the lands 
of HZolyrood, no explicit mention of this being made in the contract, 
but it included a number of obligations on Robert's part. He would 
grant the bishop a pension of 3500; he would transfer to him the 
title of his wife and children to a tack of the teinds of Broughton, 
Inverleith and Wardie, and set a tack of then to tho bishop, beginning 
with crop 1568; he would assign to the bishop an obligation made to 
him some years earlier by James Johnstone of Elphinstone for victual 
from the teinds of Elphinstone; he undertook not to intromit with 
his £1,000 pension of the abbey during the bishop's lifetime (this 
provision makes the excambion seem much more favourable to the bishop 
than has previously been thought; hoivever Robert's cavalier attitude 
to his other obligations to the bishop, as will be seen, to some 
degree nullify this); he would pay any rests from the bishopric lands 
from the crop of 1567, and would ensure that William Lauder, Bothwell's 
chamberlain, came to Edinburgh within two months to make corpt for his 
intromissions with crop 1567, and put Lauder's goods under arrestment 
until his debts had been paid; also, he would forgot 'quhatsu ovir 
anger, hatrent or displesor that he lies consevit or may consave aganis 
Patrik Ballenden of Stenhous, Maister Magnus Halcro iof. Burgh, George 
Sutherland, Williame Gyffert, Maister Donald Bruce, Thomas Gun or ony 
utheris the said bishopia fronds servanda or partakaris'. 
124. 
Several aspects of the terms of the contract suggest a bargain 
distinctly biased in Robert's favour. Robert was to decide on the 
remainder conditions, the feu duty and the augmentation the latter 
two of which were to be or could be named in money, and 'other 
clauses and privileges" to be contained in the document setting 
to him the bishopric lands; the bishop was bound to renew infeft- 
ment as often as required. This last condition was also true of 
the tack of teinds, and Robert's reddendo for this was to be the 
wonted price or 'sic reasonable pryce of money as [he] sail think 
most expedient'. If pensions such as that of the parson of p enicuik 
or those of David and James Bruce were to become forfeit at any time, 
two thirds of their value was to go to Robert, one third to the 
bishop. 
This was in addition to the fact that what the bishop was 
receiving in exchange was but a part of the lands of the abbey, 
Bothwell having virtually no control over the Karoo and Ogleface 
baronies which had been granted to Bellenden of Auchnoull, who was 
at the same time bailie of the regality of Broughton, whose barony 
lands constituted the major part of what the bishop actually received. 
Robert and the justice clerk had in addition concluded a further 
contract, registered, with the others, on October 3, whereby the 
bishop's relative had undertaken 'to caus the... byschop in ony tyme 
during his lyftyme reforine renew mak sell subscrive and delyver r 
[to Robert].., new infeftments of all and sindry quhatsumevir lands 
and.. * tacks of tends pertening to the said byschoprik of Orknay', 
notwithstanding Robert's acceptance of the charter of the lands of 
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Dunrossness - in other words to ensure that the bishop lived up to 
his undertakings under the main contract. This second contract 
between Robert and Bellenden included provision for any lands 
'wrang calculit omittit or nocht nominat$ in Robert's infeftment to 
be set-to hip by the bishop at a later date. 
1 
Adam Bothwell remained in England throughout the York and West- 
minster conferences, returning to Scotland in February 1569. His 
troubles were still far from over, indeed he seems to have added to 
them by contracting debts in England, 
2 but even though he had not, 
of course, transferred his spiritual obligations in the north to 
Roberts his pastoral work there was over for good. The benefice 
of which he now became administrator presented its own difficulties, 
and these make an interesting postscript to Robert's tenure of 
the commends of Holyrood. In March 1570 it was stated that all the 
27 appropriated churches of iiolyrood, even important ones like 
Liberton or St Cuthbert's, were decayed to a greater or lesser 
extent. Some were so ruinous that 'none darre enter them for fear 
of falling', the abbey itself being especially bad in this regard 
due to weakness in the two main pillars; others were so far gone 
that they had been made into sheepfolds. Two of the kirks, Falkirk 
and Whitekirk, having a total of 600 souls or thereby had 'never heard 
the word twice preached, nor received the sacraments, since the 
Reformation'. The physical decay, according to the bishop, was due 
1. Acts and'Decreeta, xlii, "347" 
2. Roxburghe Muniments, app. 7, no. 21. 
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to the fact that the churches had been pulled down by 'some greedy 
persons, at the first beginning of the Reformatione, which bath never 
been helped or repaired sensyne' 
1 
Robert had left all this behind, however. The way was now 
open for him to consolidate his rule over the lands he had won. Ile 
was back in Kirkwall before 21 May 1569` (quite probably well before). 
Some arrangements still remained to be made, but in general his 
achievement was virtually complete. There now began the first lengthy 
period of his rule in Orkney and Shetland. 
1. _, L. 162-3.165-7. 
2. Roxburghe Muniments, app. 6, no. 9. 
4. ROBERT STEWART IN ORKNEY AND SHETLAND: FIRST PHASE, 1569-76 
One 
ROBERT Steaart's first major sojourn in the north lasted something 
over six years, from the spring of 15691 till about August 1575 
when he was warded by the Regent Horton in Edinburgh Castle. 
2 
During the first year of this period, correspondence and argument 
continued on matters relating to the excambions. In fact Robert's 
relationship with the ousted bishop was never finally stabilised - 
he was even at the horn at Bothwell's instance for non-fulfilment of 
contract terms at the time of his death more than 20 years later' - 
but during 1569-70 there were still certain basic issued awaiting 
resolution. 
Important among these was the question of Bothwell's attempt to 
secure from William Lauder, his chamberlain, the arrears of the 
latter's intromissions with the bishopric lands; this Robert had 
agreed to expedite under the terms of the contract. Bothwell was 
acutely embarrassed financially at this time, 
4 
and blamed Lauder 
for the inaccessibility of outstanding bishopric revenues, even though 
there seems little doubt that the fault lay e+s mucn with ]Robert as 
with the hapless chamberlain. Indeed the bishop himself must to more 
1. Roxburghe Haninents} see app. . 
7, no. 9.. . 2. Historie of King James the Sext, 1565-96,157. 
3. Orkney und Shetland Papers, S ref. /15/102-5. 
4. Roxburghe Muniments, see app. 7, nos. 13-18,19-23, sin. 
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extent have realised this; on 8 July 1569 William Bothwell, another 
of his servants, returned from Orkney saying that Robert, while 
speaking 'fair wordis' to him had not allowed him to take up any of 
the bishop's dues and'had discharged the commons (in the bishop's 
words) 'to answer ony of myne of onything in Orknay'. 
t Adam 
stated to Bellenden that his servant supposed that Robert had 
done 'na less' in Shetland 'swa that r may be eittin up be my 
creditors', and had been unable to get a notary in the whole of 
Orkney to discharge his office because Robert had become 'terrable 
to all that is within that boundis and when the last letters were 
execute upon him for the warrandice [presumably one of the terms of 
the excambion, e. g. outstanding rests of the thirds of iiolyrood] he 
called my servandis in thir termes "put me to the borne quhen ye 
will ye sail get na thing of we" 1. 
Robert's contractual undertaking regarding Lauder obliged him 
to cause the latter to come to Edinburgh within two months of the 
contract date to make compt for his intromissions for the year 1567 
and before. In fact Lauder did not return to Edinburgh until 
October 1569, almost a year later. " Lauder later stated that 
Robert had certified to him that he would not suffer him to pass 
out of Orkney until Allhallowmass 1569, but in the event he arrived 
at Montrose in late September with Robert's servants William Gifford, 
the laird of Penicuik and James Kennedy, Robert's brother-in-lax, 
reaching Edinburgh a few days later. According to his account, 
1. Roxburghe Hiunicnents, see app. 7, no. 14. 
2, mid., no. 18. 
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Robert had virtually thrown him on to the ship, sending him on 
board 'sa suddanlie and haistelie... that he micht nocht get 
nowther his writtingis nor yit his clathis to bring with hips 
thairon... '. 
1 
The bishop laid much blame on Lauder for his financial tribul- 
ations, speaking in letters of 'the evill willit selfischnes of my 
servandiof, 
2 but his treatment of him - locking him in 'ane cauld 
fast hous.. * quhair was na fyre nor eisment', compelling him to 
'foot' accounts and sign obligations (later registered in the Brough- 
ton court books) under 'fear of perpetual ward and "wanting of fire 
and Bret cauld" 13 - seems to have been occasioned more by feelings 
of frustration than by any certain belief that he could actually 
squeeze anything out of his chamberlain. Bothwell had written to 
the justice clerk before Lauder's arrival It knaw nocht how to use 
him salvis legibus and be suir to haif compt raiknying and payment 
of him as I haiff na uthir way to cum thairby bot the keping of 
his persoun'. 
4 
In the end, although Bothwell thus extracted con- 
siderable sums from Lauder, the chamberlain had an instrument drawn 
up by Gilbert Grote, a notary, revoking the deeds he had subscribed 
on the grounds of duress. Lauder was not the only servant of 
Bothwell to be causing his master trouble, however. At the end of 
October 1569, Bothwell had occasion to complain to his uncle of 
the 'uncourtes' dealing. -of Jams Alexander, who would not render 
1. Prot. IIk. Gilbert Grote, 80-1. 
2. Roxburghe bkuninments, see aPP" 79 no. 18- 
3. Prot. 13k. Gilbert Grote, 80 Donaldson, 'The Early Ministers 
of the North Isles', Shetland Neros, 9 Sept. 1943. 
4. Roxburgho Huniments, see app. 7, no. 18. 
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account or give information regarding arrears without Bothwell 
having recourse to law. 
1 
Whether or not Bothwell ever received his money from these men, 
he was at the same time contemplating other means of wresting money 
from his diocese. Since before Lauder's arrival in the south he 
had been contemplating legal action against Robert himself. He 
hoped to send William Bothwell north with a court officer - he 
later specified a pursuivant of arms - so that he could 'poynd and 
atrenze' where necessary with (in William Bothwell's words) 'schare 
chargis to me Lord Robert till caus me be abayit and assurit of the 
n 
restis'. ` The bishop sought Bellenden's influence in procuring 
arms (i. e. authorisation, in heraldic form) for the messenger; his 
letters implied that Bellenden shared his financial problems, and 
that Robert's doings in Orkney and Shetland had brought Bellenden 
to a position scarcely more favourable than that of the bishop him- 
self, 'suirlie I am verray sorie that on ather syid we ar in that 
povertie that nather of us may help uther and your Lordships distres 
in that point is mair grevous unto me than my awin'. 
3 Despite this, 
however, and despite the bishop's urgings, citing the opinions of 
the Lord Lyon in support, 
4 
Bellenden had still not prevailed upon 
the regent to permit the granting of arms to a messenger by 30 
5 October 1569, the date of the last extant letter from bishop Adam. 
1. Roxburghe Akuniments, see app. 7t no. 18- 
2, Ibid., no. 19. 
3. Ibid., no. 21. 
4. Ibid. 
5. I id , no. 23. 
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For-his part, Robert himself had explained at least one reason 
for denying the bishop his dues, in a letter to Bellenden dated 
5 June 1569.1 He stated that-he was unable to take sasine of his 
VIVI 
new lands because of Bothwell's refusal to subscribe his 'evidents', 
the titles to the lands which he had drawn up. This was due to 
an insistence by the bishop that these, notably his charter of the 
lands in Shetland, were in diminution of the rental. This Robert 
denied; he stated that while it was true that his Shetland charter 
departed from past practice in having a reddendo calculated in 
money rather than victual, this did not mean a diminution of the 
rental and he explained to Bellenden the commodities of victual in 
Shetland -butter and'wadmell - with equivalent weights and sums of 
money, He quoted the reddendoof his charter giving the sum in money 
and stating that 'thair is contenit the haill source of the rental 
albeit the pryce of silver be sett less nor may be gottin for it'. 
What Robert was forced to admit (as this last statement implies and 
as he notes elsewhere in his letter) was that while the money pay- 
ment might not have been in diminution of the rental, it might well 
be, and in the future almost certainly would be, in diminution of the 
profit. A victual feu would retain a value commensurate with current 
prices, whereas a money payment would decline in value with inflation, 
with no mechanism for adjusting the reddendo to compensate. However 
Robert justified himself on the grounds that the practice of 
changing payments from kind into money was now widespread 'and gif 
that be ane Gaus to reduce my chartor all the few chartors in 
Scotland that had wont to pay victual and ar turnit in silver will 
1. foxburgho Z4unimentsf see app. 79 no. 11. 
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reduce'. 
In mid-October, Bothwell received a copy of this letter, or 
one very similar in tenor, from Bellenden. ile'wrote back on October 
171 concerning Robert's proposed arrangements 'quhilk how preiud- 
iciall war to me your Lordship is wyis anewch to considder seing 
that he can be content of na thing bot that quhilk wil wrai, a! 
small hereta`e that 
aria obleist to pay him ten thowsand pund gif ony successors that 
I salhef Ball maikc actioun of reduction aganis him'. It would at 
the same time be necessary for the bishop's successors to raise 
such an action 'as that that may be justifeit be na law and that 
onles that do the sauren that will not haf watter kaill to leve 
upoun'. lie had consulted wise men who were sympathetic to Robert's 
interests but who nonetheless thought that Robert's proposed 
'evidente' were not legally acceptable. Consequently he had made 
out charters of his own leaving out Robert's objectionable clauses 
and hoped to show them to Bellenden before Robert's ship, on which 
he intended to send them north, had departed. By 30 October Bellen- 
den had still not replied and Bothwell had been forced to allow 
Robert's ship to pass away northwards without his documents. When 
the correspondence deserts us as a source both this issue and that 
of the proposed messenger were still unresolved. 
The relations between Robert, Bellenden and Bothwell now 
become obscured and are not again visible until February 1570. It 
i. Ftoxburgho Muniments, see app. 7, no. 22. 
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is evident, however, that in the interim considerable activity took 
place. An agreement was drawn ups dated 28 February, 
1 
which-sought 
to settle virtually all the outstanding issues between Robert and 
the bishop. Robert was conceded his tack of the bishopric lands and 
in return was to furnish the bishop with a number of items: a copy 
of the said tack, appropriately confirmed; the obligation by Gilbert 
Balfour of 30 June 1560; an acquittance for the delivery of the 
Palace of the Yards; the corsýon seals, registers and evidents of 
ilolyroodhouse; some munition cakes of lead from the Palace of the 
Yards; warrandice on the iiolyrood thirds and other matters; 
ratification by Jean Kennedy of Robert's contract with the bishop in 
respect of her former tacks of Droughton, Inverleith and Wardie. In 
addition Robert had to return various intromissions with the benefice 
of Bolyrood, teinds and other duties of Broughton, and arrears for 
Orkney and Shetland (including Lauder's undertakings), and he was to 
fulfil his contractual promise to the bishop's followers - this time 
noted as Francis Bothwell, Patrick Bellenden and Alexander Kincaid - 
that they might 'lave in quietnes peciabilnes and securitie'. 
The length and detail of the document and the number of both 
major issues and simple loose ends that required to be tidied up 
would seem to indicate a carelessness of legal forms on the part of 
Robert and an impatience to take control of his lands which had 
naturally left Bothwell and probably Bellenden too in a very awkward 
position for over a year, Robert might complain of the difficulties 
of his being denied sasine, but there seems little doubt that he 
1. ßnxburghe Huniments, NRR(S) Survey no. 1100, bundle 811. 
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was already acting as feuar de facto and consequently in a far 
stronger position than the other parties to the contract, of 1568e, 
Moreover, it seems almost certain that the drafting of the detailed 
agreement was done on the bishop's side. The extant version of it 
is merely a draft, but the marginal annotations beside each clause 
all suggest that it was drawn up at the bishop's behest and sub-, 
mitted to Robert's commissioners, who inserted appropriate comments. 
All these comments are written from Robert's standpoint; generally 
he consented to most of the conditions, though he argued about the 
manner of his submitting a copy of the tack of the bishopric lands, 
would not surrender Balfour's obligation - though he conceded that 
he would exhibit it before a judge - and objected to refunding the 
cakes of lead from the Palace of the Yards. 
When the grants of the lands of Orkney and Shetland and of 
justiciary and bailiary were finally subscribed in July 1572,1 it is 
noteworthy that bishop Bothwell had had his own way in part of his 
struggle with Robert; the reddendo for the lands was in both cases 
couched in victual. The bishop was perhaps correct in suggesting 
that Robert's ideas seemed impossible even to those who supported 
him. At the same time, however, no immediate reason is apparent 
why the bishop was striving so hard to settle with Robert when only 
a few months before, in what he inferred were dire financial straits, 
he was still holding out. It would hardly seem coincidental that on 
3 March 1570, only a few days after the date of the draft agreement, 
the General Assembly again produced a list of accusations which it 
1. OSR, 178, no. 691 Abbreviates of Chrs, of Kirklande, SRO ref. 
E. 14,. ii, 146-9. 
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laid to Bothwell's charge. 
I Like those of 1567-8, these charges 
seem more the result of a campaign against him than genuine evidence 
of his shortcomings. Again, among other allegations, he was accused 
of neglect of his pastoral duties in having a seat in the session as 
well as an ecclesiastical charge, and in being responsible for the 
dilapidated state of the spiritualities of Holyroode tie answered, 
perhaps somewhat doubtfully, that many other ministers were judges 
as well, and, more reasonably, that he had had neither the time to 
improve his new living nor a commission to plant kirks in the bare year 
since he had returned from England. 
2 As in 1568 his answers to the 
charges appear to have been accepted with little further comment and 
one is tempted to wonder if there is not a connection between this and 
Bothwell's compliance with Robert's demands for settlement of the 
issues outstanding between them. 
U7hatever the motives behind the prosecution of Bothwell, what- 
ever the part played in it by Robert Stewart or by Bellenden, the 
Assembly accusations - notably that of exchanging the lands of his 
diocese for others pertaining to a layman - were to be the last major 
reference to the excambion, and the agreement of February 28 (of 
which no fair or registered copy appears to exist) was to be the 
last word for the time being on the complicated relations between 
Robert Stewart and Adam Bothwell. Although Bothwell may have 
proved himself against his accusers, the complaint that he included 
in his rebuttals that his bishopric had been wrested from him under 
I. Butt, i, 162-3. 
2. ibid.. 165-7. 
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duress went unheeded'and Fobert had thus achieved the greater part 
of his ambitions* 
TWO 
ROBERT wrote to Auchnoull from Kirkwall on 21 May 1569 and again 
about a fortnight later? " His first letter concerned his troubles 
with the bishop and his wish to know where Bellenden stood on the 
matter; in the second; however, after stating that he had sent ' 
Janet Livingston south to take his son Henry from the justice clerk's 
custody, he went on to write that he had 'put fra' him his servant 
James Mentelth. The reason for this was, he said; that he under- 
stood that ? lenteith1 a ringleader in the earlier unrest; was the 
cause of his and Auchnoull's brother Patrick's being 'sa lang sindry's 
lie sought the justice clerk's help in promoting good relations 
between hin and Patrick, stating that if the latter proved 'the 
honest-man to me [he] sal find me to be ane gud maister', and 
hoping that, Auchnoull would counter any evil that Menteith might 
speak to the regent. 
Shortly before the second of Robert's missives, on June 2, 
Magnus IIalcro of Brough had addressed himself to the justice clerk, 
also from Kirkwall. 
2 The tenor of his letter provides confirmation 
of his opposition to Robert mentioned in Henderson's letters of 
1. Roxburghe I'tuniments, ' see app. 7, ' nos. 9, It. 
2. Ibid., , no. - 10. 
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1567-8. -'Angir and ane impatient hart' were the reasons that'he 
had written to Bellenden 'sen`this blak excambioun wes maid for my 
part thairin is mair hevyar nor I will expreme in wrett'. He had 
had no wish to change masters and his 'gud mynd and service sail 
nocht be changit fra my lord the bischop nochtwythatanding all 
biganis' and the fact that his troubles were 'onrecompensit'. Halcro 
has been criticised by Storer Clouston for the apparent self- 
interest and lack of scruple in his change of allegiance from the 
earl of Caithness to bishop Bothwell in 1560,1 but he appears to 
have gone to considerable pains. on the bishop's behalf (his troubles 
were in any case far from over) and seemingly on ßellenden's also - 
'all that I have done and gif it war ane hundretht tymes mair I 
think it Weill warst'. He had, he said, never had so much of any 
man's gear as he had had of Bellenden's; he would not be found the 
'ingraat man... and sal nevir refuis eftir my powar your lordship's 
querrell and charge'. However it would appear that the immediate 
reason for his writing arose from the necessity of his having to 
come to terms with what had happened and to seek Bellenden's 
assistance in a feared dispute with Robert. He told Bellenden that 
he had heard that Robert had been promised a feu of 10d land in 
Rousay - 5d in each of Skaill and Westness - which lay runrig with 
his own lands of ßrough. ` If Robert were to take possession of this 
grant 'it will at schorttyme returne to my trublis and wrak for... 
it is pocht dud to me to be pertinar in rig and rendell wyth my 
1. Clouston, History of Orkney, 297- 





Lord Robert flit your Lordship knew quhat is and apperantlie wilbe 
amang us'. If this grant could be stopped, he was prepared to make 
recompense to Robert 'wyth geir and service to his plesourl. 
Patrick Bellenden, having seemingly heard of Robert's approaches 
to his brother in his letter of June 5t wrote to Auchnoull from 
Dalquharran in Carrick on July 24.1 lie told his brother that he 
offered Robert thanks, but that his staying out of Orkney was not 
occasioned by the presence of enemies there, and that he hoped to go 
north as soon as opportunity permitted him to leave his other affairs. 
He remirded Sir John of articles subscribed between him and Robert 
'with pony utheris promissis', no part of which was yet performed, 
although he had sustained great loss as a result. This had to be 
redressed before he could make any promises of fealty to Robert. 
'Tharfor my lord (sen ye ken the natour of the man and how oft he is 
able to brek promissis) I wil refer sik suirtie as his Lordship sowld 
mak to me (quharof the sum is that I be restorit to my officis and 
rownes that I bruikit of befoir and the articlis to be fulfillit war 
first maid endit as your Lordship knawis) to be endit and devysit be 
your Lordships self... ' It was to be some years before a settlement, 
or at least 'the form of one, was to be reached between Robert and 
Patrick Bellenden, and both men were to suffer considerable 
vicissitudes before that time. For the moment relations remained 
sour, Patrick remained Furth of Orkney (according to available 
evidence he was not to return until after Robert's death), and 
Robert was able to pursue the consolidation of his success. 
1. Roxburghe ! 4iniments, see app- 79 no. 15. 
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On 25 October 1569 he had himself made provost of Kirkwall, 
i 
accepting the appointment ostensibly because of the 'compassion, 
pitie, respect and consideratioun' he felt for the commonweal of the 
burgh and noting how its liberties were 'hurt clean contrarie changit 
and abuset be extraniers strangers quhilkis forstall and regrate the 
Samen'. In enforcing the burgesses' commercial monopolies, he 
secured for himself two thirds of any goods which were escheated 
for violation of the privileges and which were found outside the 
burgh. 
Although the date of its commencement is wholly unknown, it 
cannot have been long after his return to Orkney in 1569 that Robert 
began building his new palace in ßirsay. The knöwledge yielded to 
us by the present remains of the 'Earl's palace' is disappointing, 
but a number of facts seem clear. An inscription above the door, 
now lost, bore the date 1574,2 so presumably construction must have 
been going on in the years up to that date. Built into its masonry 
are fragments - for example, part of the inscription 'Bbns Bollus' - 
identifiable as coming from the old bishop's house. 
3 
Since that 
building was still in use as late as 1561, this suggests that Robert 
actually demolished the older building in order to furnish himself 
with stone. Masons' marks in the palace suggest (though not con- 
clusively) that some of the same hands may have worked on Birsay as 
helped to erect Gilbert Balfour's Noltland Castle, different indeed 
1. Kirkwall Chrs., 80. 
2. RCAHNS, Inv. Orkney and Shetland, 9. 
3. Rendall, 'Elirsay's Forgotten Palace'. Orkney Herald, 21 April 
1959. 
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though the two buildings are. 
l 
Architectural evidence suggests that the building was erected 
in two separate stages and, if so, Robert's undertaking of the years 
(say) 1569-75 would seem to have consisted of a courtyard enclosed 
on three sides open to the north. The later north side has been 
attributed to Robert's son Patrick, but given Patrick's altogether 
grander architectural ideas (as evidenced by his own palace in 
Kirkwall) it seems more likely that Robert built it as well, possibly 
during the second half of his life in Orkney and Shetland, during 
the 1580s. 
Local tradition has it that seabirds' eggs were demanded from 
the populace for mixing with the mortar in building the palace, but 
consultation with Dr Fawcett and his colleagues, and with the late 
Ernest Marwick, suggests that this is a garbled story referring to egg 
used in mixing tempera for the scripture histories which were 
apparently painted on the ceilings of the building. ' These included 
'Noah's Floud, Christ Riding to Jerusalem' and others, appropriately 
labelled. 2 By comparison with Noltland, therefore, Robert's palace 
was a much less heavily fortified building. Professor Donaldson 
describes it as 'perhaps the earliest residence built by a subject 
which had an essentially domestic character, as opposed to that of 
a fortified house', and as 'something of a pioneering effort'. 
3 
1. I am grateful for this and other information regarding Robert's 
palace to Dr Fawcett of the Ancient Monuments branch of the 
Scottish Development Department who is at present engaged in 
the preparation of the. official guide to the building. 
2. Brand, A Brief Description of Orkney, Zetland, etc., 31. 
3. Donaldson, . 
'Stewart Builders: the Descendants of James V', 
The Stewarts, xix, 20. 
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Certainly it was much pleasanter than Balfour's brutal pile, and 
Dr Fawcett concurs, taking the view that although the defensive 
capabilities of the house were by no means insignificant - there are 
gunloops and very few openings at, ground level, ensuring that only 
the most determined attack would succeed in gaining entrance - 
nonetheless considerable attention was paid to the domestic arrange- 
ments, which were of a very high order ,:.: 
indeed. A search for 
parallels in contemporary Scotland is difficult; Professor Donald- 
son states that it 'imitates the courtyard structure which was 
certainly envisaged, though not then completed, at Holyrood and 
Falkland', but there seem to be few if any contemporary parallels at 
the scale in which Robert was building. Although Dr Fawcett feels 
that Robert's palace displays ideas which were already current in 
Scottish and ]English architectural thought, there seems little doubt 
that it was in the very forefront of building fashion for a magnate 
of his power and status. 
However, apart from the evidence of his having become provost of 
Kirkwall, the. fact of his having begun building a palace for himself 
and his disputes with the bishop, details of Robert's activities 
during the early years of his first major stay in the north are dis- 
appointingly scanty. A charter of 1569 from bishop Bothwell to 
Robert and his son Henry of land in Deerness, 
i 
and a sasine of 
30 June 1570 to Jean Kennedy and Mary Stewart2 of Bellenden's former 
possessions in Birsay show that Robert and his relatives were taking 
1. Roiburghe Muniments, NRA(S) Survey no. 1100, bundle 1625. 
2. Ibid., bundle 1612. 
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formal possession of the northern grants following the agreement of 
February 1570. The first of a number of recorded awards to Robert's 
followers took place in April 1571 when the feuar signed and sealed 
a charter by Alexander Dick, provost of Orkney, to William Ferguson 
of a tenement in Kirkwall. 
I Aside from these, however, there are 
virtually no"local contemporary references to what was going on in 
the Northern Isles. In view of the later accusations against , 
Robert that he placed restrictions both on ferries and on departure 
from the islands, it may be that this is not wholly due to the 
unfortunate non-survival-of historical evidence. 
4 
On 23 January 1570, Robert's brother James, the regent, was 
assassinated, and was succeeded six months later by the earl of 
Lennox. This resulted in civil war between the new regent and an 
alliance between the Marian groups - notably the Hamiltons - and 
the followers of Maitland of Lethington. On 10 January 1571 Lennox 
ordered the arrest of one of Robert's ships, newly arrived in 
Leith from Orkney, and the delivery of its cargo to his 'captains 
and men of weir' in Edinburgh, 
2 presumably to supply the troops 
engaged in the-lengthy siege of Edinburgh Castle, held by Kirkcaldy 
of Grange. No further details of this incident are available, but 
it would appear that Robert's old *concurrence" with the Hamiltons 
(and dealings with Lennox and his son) had not been forgotten and 
Lennox was taking advantage. of Robert's distance from the centre of 
affairs. 
I. REO, 344, no. ccxxii. 
2. Pitscottie, Historie ii, 243. 
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On 9 September 1571 Lennox was in turn killed at Stirling. He 
was succeeded shortly afterwards by John Erskine, earl of Har, and 
this development began for Robert Stewart an ominous train of events 
which would ultimately bring to an end the first period of his rule 
in the islands. Though Her was now regent, he was no politician, and 
real power rested in the hands of James Douglas, earl of Horton, 
i 
a 
man whom Robert had in the past accused of putting evil report of him 
to Moray on behalf of Patrick Hellenden. It is little wonder then 
that Patrick was soon seen to be on the move against Robert. On 10 
June 1572 Sir William Drury wrote to Hurghley that 'Patrick 
Pallantyne, brother of the Justice Clerk, who long has envied Lord 
Robert for dispossessing him of somewhat he enjoyed in Orkney, being 
supported by the earl of Caithness, is now for revenge prepared to 
essay the same. 'a Robert was making preparations for this and had 
gathered together 300 aßen. Faced with this crisis and presumably 
lacking much support among the powerful in Edinburgh, it is signifi- 
cant that when Robert was called to account three years later it was 
1572 that was given as the year that he had committed the gravest of 
the crimes laid to his charge - that of treasonable approaches to 
Denmark. 
At the same time, however, formal transference of power from 
bishop Bothwell to Robert was proceeding apace. On July 17 in Leith 
and in September in Orkney, charters were subscribed granting Robert 
1. Donaldson, James V-James VII, 165. 
2. CSP Scotý ivy 322. 
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and Henry the bishopric lands in Orkney and Shetland and making them 
justices and heritable bailies. Otn'July 269 in Edinburgh, a contract 
wax drawn up between RobertJs cm issioners and Bellenden of 
Auchnoull for the sale of Orkney buttert and on November 1, also in 
Edinburgh, Robert's servants William Elphinstone, John Dishington 
and James May concluded a contract with two Edinburgh burgesses, 
William Monteith and Jasses Marshall for the sale of 36 chalders of 
bere. a Interestingly,, this contract was subscribed by Robert's 
mysterious brother Adam. 
Acting as one of the cautioners for Robert's servants in the 
latter contract was his half brother Laurence Bruce of Cultmalindie, 
and about six months later, on 18 April 15739 Bruce was again in 
Edinburgh, registering an obligation which stated that, having been 
appointed by Robert 'facade, schlief depute and chalmerlane' of the 
king's part of Shetland and 'baillie justiciarie of the regalitie' 
of the bishop's part, he would make just account and reckoning of 
3 
hic; intromissions. ' Later, -when Robert's affairs came to be 
investigated, these intromissions were to be the subject'of their 
own inquiry. 
'Meanwhile, at Burntiiland, five days before the registration of 
Bruce's obligation, the notary Gilbert Groat drew'up an instrument 
1. Roxburghe Huaimenta, NRA(S) Survey no. 1100, bundle 16121 ' '' 




(ist aeries), x, 211. 
3. Ibido, xii, 130. 
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at the behest of Patrick Thomson, skipper, and George Cockburn q 
burgess of Dundee, owners of the ship Marie Blyth and Robert Laird, a 
seaman; 
i 
this was to record the first item in what was to become a 
considerable list of alleged acts of villainy on Roberts part. The 
instrument narrated that Thomson and his aasociateshad been at Pierowall 
in Westray the previous February loading their ship with bare which 
they bad received from tenants of Gilbert Balfour. Robert had commanded 
them to take the bore to Flanders, although they knew it was not his, 
and he expressly forbade them to take it to the Firth of Forth, 
presumably their original intended destination. The Marie: Blyth was 
to have been accompanied by the Sti lhert, skippered by Robert Troup, 
but the latter ship had sunk on the way; presumably Thomson and the 
others did as they had been commanded. Exactly why Robert wanted to 
send bore to Flanders is not recorded, though this was not to be the 
only time that he was to have business in those parts. His use of 
Gilbert Balfour 'a rents for his own purposes iJi strates the advantage 
Robert was taking of Balfour's absence from the country in the service 
of the king of Sweden to intromit with his affairs; these activities 
were also shortly to be the subject of litigation in Edinburgh. 
On 23 January 1574 the ilarmanstein, the traditional January court 
in Orkney, was held in Kirkwall with full assize of 27 members= 
Robert presided - the first recorded instance. 
2 Unfortunately the 
document is fragmentary and tells us little about Robert's justice- 
giving, though it is perhaps noteworthy that Robert's own servants 
1. Prot. ac. Gilbert Grote, 81-2. 
2. REO, 1349 no. Ix. 
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Patrick Menteith, John Caverton and William Ferguson were among the 
assize members, as well as William Henderson. A second assize, of the 
'sheriff court of Orkney and court of regalitie of the sammyn respective', 
1 was held in St Magnus Kirk, Birsay, on March 31. Like its predecessor, 
the surviving decree tells us little about Robert's administration, 
but a charter issued at Kirkwall very shortly afterwards is rather more 
interesting. This was granted by Robert to Magnus Clouston of land in 
Grimeston, Ha: ray, and Kirbuster, ' Orphir, escheated fron William 
ClIouston, Magnus' father, for theft. This is specially noted by 
Storer Clouston as being the first of a considerable number of examples 
2 
of 'eviction for thift' which were in all probability corrupt; 
certainly the land involved hero was still noted in Earl Patrick's 
rental of 1595 as pertaining to the earldom by escheat from its former 
(presumably) udal owner together with'nearly 40 other examples of land 
3 confiscated for theft, witchcraft,, suicide and other Crimes. The 
Clouston case was seemingly mentioned in the complaints against Robert 
in 1575, though the charge was that of pardoning William Clouston of 
the capital crime of theft rather than the illegal confiscating of his 
land. Noteworthy I. the bailie of Ha ray who gave sasine to Magnus 
Clouston for the Grimeston lands. His name was William Sclater, and it 
-may well be that-he was the same individual who 
had taken part in the 
cathedral killings of 1568, appointed to his bailiary in place of the 
ousted William Halcrö,. of Ackers. 
... 1ý 
1. RED, 135 9 no. lxi. 
2. Ibid_, 291, no.. claiv. 
3. In all, there tares over 50 surviving examples of escheat's and` 
apprisings'by7Robert. See app. 8. 
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During 1574, trouble began to build up for Robert. On February 3 
his procurators before the privy council, John Sharp and Clement 
Little, admitted that he had intromitted with goods and gear pertaining 
to the king by virtue of letters of horning raised against him at, 
the instance of Patrick Bellenden for non-compearance before the 
'council to answer such things 'as mould have bane laid to his charge'. 
1 
On March 17 mention was made before the toacil of letters raised 
against Robert to deliver to Gilbert Balfour and his followers the 
'hous and fortalice of Westraw' and the lands and profits thereto 
2 
pertaining, Jean Kennedy, acting for her husband-through Clement 
Little, stated that these letters had been duly executed, the castle 
'left void' and the keys given to the pursuivant responsible for the 
execution; certain of Robert's goods which had been placed in other 
houses had had to be left there for some time owing to bad weather, 
but had since been removed. Nevertheless it was said that letters had 
been directed to Robert summoning him to compear 'to heir him be 
decernit to be forfaltit. ' This summons of treason was alleged to 
have been 'purchest.., upoun verse malice.. * and divisit to draw the 
said lord (Robert) Furth of the cuntre, swa that eindry personis 
r 
abydand opportunitie may in his absence interpryise and execute sic 
thingis as is abill to tend to his utter wrak and the great hurt of 
the cuntre'. Deppite this, Robert was willing to come south but was 
prevented by the severities of the season. It does not seem impossible 
to guess who the 'sindry personis' might be. 
1.2. i ii 332. 
2. mid., 340"1. ' 
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The regent accepted the supplication by Jean Kennedy regarding 
Balfour's lands in Kestray and further action was postponed till 
June 10. Nothing further was heard of this matter, but Patrick 
Bellenden secured further letters from the privy council directing 
Robert to re-possess him in his Orkney lands in Stenness, Boy and 
Stronsay, and other. territories in Shetland. The letters were 
dated 20 September, with repossession-to take place within 15 days 
(or justification for failure to. carry out the order within 24 days). 
On 13 October John Dishington compeared before the - council to explain 
that formal repossession had not taken place owing to the continued 
absence of Patrick. 
i 
Robert and-Patrick were at loggerheads, and 
it would have required stronger action by the authorities to solve 
their dispute. Robert was not (at least in the present circum- 
stances) prepared to come south, where he would be isolated in the 
face of Bellenden and his friends. Bellenden, whatever the truth 
of the tale of his Caithness-backed expedition, was not prepared 
to make his way into Robert's territory. 
At the came time as these events in the south, Robert was pro- 
wing particularly active in the islands. In the spring of 1574, not 
long after his court at Birsay, Robert paid a visit to Shetland 
which, if there is any truth at all in later accounts, must have 
been remembered there and elsewhere for a long time afterwards. ' 
On May 12, the 1'iß and the Hynioun, English merchant and fishing 
vessels, were fishing off Shetland when they were set upon by Robert 
to RPC, 'ii, 409-10. 
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and his men, who took both ships to Scalloway, charged the merchants, 
led by John Crooke, Bernard Cartmyl1, Thomas Deaeresk and John Smith, 
with various 'invented' offenceeq and confiscated both cargoes and 
ordnance worth a total of nearly 03500 
A few mks later, in Jame 1574, Robert held another court at 
Scallovay Hanks, where he condemned to death Gilbert HcCreath, Robert 
Rotter and David, Jamea and Norman Leslie for despoliation of a ship 
of Fanden. They had boarded this vessel while it lay sheltering off 
Northwavino, romovod 
ä dozen bolts of Holland cloth and 2000 Spanish 
royals and the ship's-tackle, then set the stripped craft and its crew 
to" sea in bad weather, ` never to be heard of again. 
2 
If what NcCretth 
and his men had done yea borbarous, however, it waa well matched by 
Robert who, although he ultimately spared them, nonetheless forced 
their'loot out of them by keeping them at the gallows-foot for two 
hours with the ropes round their necks. 
The same month,. 'in Yell, Robert granted a charter to Walter 
Donaldson alias Smith of land in t +er, Unat, formerly pertaining 
to Ola Anderson but escheat because the latter had 'depairtit out of 
this cuntris to the pairtis of Norowsy and hei remanit their thir 
dyverse yyeirix bypest but licence of me or ony utheris his superiouris 
he beend one heritour within-this cuntrie'. During the same visit to 
3 
i, 1tP W ii, 654-60. ' 
`0.2. Oppressions, 11; McCreath and company werestill being 
pursued for this crfme by Patrick Stewart nearly 30 years later, 
Court Book of 15hetland, 47. . 
30 2' 195, no. 71. " 
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Shetland, Thomas Boyne, one of the followers. of Bruce of Cultmalindie; 
was said to have slain Patrick Windram in Robert's presence; . 
'Boyne, 
was imprisoned for six weeks, but afterwards freed and sent to Norway. 
i 
Finally# on July 259 Robert made a grant to another of his servants, 
James Hay, of chaplains' rents from the parishes of Dunrosenesa, 
2 Gulberwick, Hurra, Weisdälä, Sandsting, Yell, Fetlar and Unst. 
For, ', a year after the Shetland expedition, concrete evidence for 
Robert's activities again becomes hard to find, though one may assume 
that he returned to Orkney and remained there. On 26 July 1574 Jean 
Kennedy (noted as having connission from her husband to negotiate with 
the regent regarding the thirds of Holyrood) concluded a contract of 
sale with Edward Little and Alexander Couston concerning Orkney butter. 
' 
The following year, 157ýt saw a number of other occurrences 
involving persons with northern interests. On June 26, Morton wrote 
in the king's name to King John of Sweden4 and again on August 4 to 
Charles, Prince of Sweden, interceding o behalf of the imprisoned 
Gilbert Balfour. His representations were to no avail and on 6 August 
1576 Balfour was executed for allegedly plotting against his mn3ter. 
6 
On June 209 the strangely shadowed history of Robert's brother Adam 
came to an end with his death in Orkneyf his daughter who had married 
1. Oppressiöris, 8. - 
2. RSS, vi, no. 2o11. 
3, Reg. Deeds Out aerie. ), xiii, 256. 
4. State Pa era (SRO ref. SP. 1/4/29). 
5. ibid., SP. i 4/30. 
6. For details of Balfour's later career, see Dow, Ruthven's Army 
in Sweden and"Eathonia. 
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an Orcadian, Henry Halcro, furnished him with a tombstone which can 
still be seen in St Magnus Kirk today, 
i 
and of the illegitimate sons 
of James Vqyonly the two Roberts now remained. 
-_ 'gis , 
,_a 
r" e. 
The feuar of Orkney gras now, however, in increasingly serious 
trouble. On 19 January 1575 Laurence Bruce, William Elphinstone and, 
others of his servants, presumably in the south on his business, were 
warded in the area of Edinburgh, Holyrood and the Canongate. 
2 
This 
was the first sign of determined action by the central government 
against Robert. What happened next is wholly unclear, but the fact is 
that by August of the same year Robert had been compelled to submit 
himself to ward in Edinburgh Castle. 
' How it was that he had been 
induced to come south, when he had always before been very careful 
about leaving the islands where he felt himself safest, in unknown. 
Perhaps the warding of his chief servants, perhaps the continued 
absence of hir, wife from the islands, influenced him in his decision. 
Perhaps, as succeeding events may show, he had for the time being 
literally nowhere else to turn in his conflict with Morton and his 
followers and was forced to the desperate hope of building up support 
for himself in Edinburgh. 
r" 
Three 
ON 16 December 1575 came the formal completion of a list of'complaints " 
'Articles and Informations of the wrangus usurpation of the'King'a 
: 1. RCAHHS Inv. 0&S, ii, 132, also plate 35, fig. x201., 
2. TA, xiii, 93. 
3. Historie of King James the Sext, 1565-96,157. 
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Majesty's authority, and oppression committed by Lord Robert Stewart, 
fewer of Orkney and Zetland'. This list is usually associated with 
that concerning the actions of Bruce of Cultmalindie compiled a year 
later in ähetland by commissioners William Henderson and William, 
Moodie. The connection is a reasonable one to makeq*but it is important 
to note the many significant dissimilarities between the two. The- 
earlier list concerned both Orkney and Shetland, the later Shetland only. 
The earlier ryas drawn up anonymously and was aimed at Roberts though 
some of the accusations against him were treated much more fully in 
the complaints against Bruce. The first list does not mention Bruce 
at all; the second makes only three very general references to Robert. 
The second document is evidently the product of a much more formal 
procedure than the first; ' it was drawn up during a fortnight or so in 
February i`" 577 on the thingholm near Scalloways in the presences on `, 
successive days, of a fair selection of the commons of the different 
districts of Shetland. 'The paper charging` Robert is no more than an 
anonymous catalogue by comparison. 
What this contrast may illustrate is the differing attitude of 
they two island communities to the new order of things under Robert 
and his followers. Orkney, over the years much more of a cockpit for 
politicel conflict and change, produced a simple compilation, 
--probably drawn up by supporters of Patrick Bellenden and Magnus Halcro 
`"and former followers of the bishop. Shetland, whose past history had 
_'-, rendered it relatively free from outside interference, reacted in a 
much stronger and more 'democratic' manner to a rule that must have 
been at least as oppressive and arbitrary as Robert's own behaviour in 
',,, Orkney. 
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As Balfour prints the complaints against Robert in his Oppressions 
there are 33 separate accusations, several citing more than one instance 
and several citing the same action as evidence of more than one crime, 
with some subsidiary charges. These can be arranged fairly easily 
under five'headss (i) treasonable dealings with Denmark, (ii) general 
oppression (banishment, unlawful imprisonment, confiscation of property, 
etc., aimed both-at personal enemies and at the. apparently innocent), 
(iii) piracy and conniving with pirates, (iv) exceeding his authority, 
(v) interfering with the native laws to his own advantage. 
I- It might be tempting to see these charges as primarily the product '., 
of the animosity of Morton and-his followers; certainly the silence 
regarding them which followed-Morton's fall suggests that the enmity 
between the regent and Robert was a major driving force in having them 
publicised and investigated. If this seems an unduly cynical attitude 
on Morton's part to the misfortunes of the islanders, it should be. 
noted that there'is evidence that enmity to Robert was more a 
characteristic of Patrick Bellenden than of Horton himself, and that 
Morton's own attitude was largely venal. According to the anonymous 
author of the Historie of-King James the Sext Robert was 'in greate 
feare to be heighlie puneist... but the Regents opinion was rather 
to fyne'sum weght of gold from him than utherwayis'. 
i 
It would how"- 
ever be entirely wrong to see the charges (and the other instances, 
of Robert's misbeJaviour) as being purely the inventions of the Morton 
faction. The author of King James's history was in no doubt as to 
1. p. 157. ";. 
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Robert's guilty participation in grave crimes, and the closer. 
-the 
examination of-the Compla int`,, the more apparent it becomes that-$"" 
Robert was lucky to survive this period of his life. -Ironically, it.. 
could be argued that under a different regent Robert might well have 
suffered the punishment he feared. 
,.:., 
Th" most important of the accusations - indeed the only one noted 
by contemporary observers outside the islandsi - was that. in 1572 
Robert had, sent Gavin Elphinstone his master household and Henry 
Sinclair his 'chalmerchield' to Denmark 'with; express commission 
under his Great Seal and hand Irritt, to render to the King [of Denmark] 
the supremacy and dominion of... Orkney and Zetland'. 
2 
The Danish king, 
it was said,. bad sent back his confirmation and gift with one Hans 
Corsmay, from Bremen, enclosed in a bolt of Holland cloth, and deputed 
one Lawrence Carnesa to be his lawman, in the islands. 
- Other evidence shown that Gavin Eiphinatone had indeed visited the 
Danish court, claiming to represent Robert, and offering King Frederick 
It sovereignty over the islands. However the only existing document 
concerning this mission is a letter dated 23 January, 1574 which accord- 
Ing to its tenor was sent back-in Elphinstone's own keeping. 
' 
The 
letter states that Elphinstone's arrival in Denmark had taken place 
61 hortly'before, which suggests that it was 1573 that the first approach 
was. made rather than the 1572 mentioned in the complaints; on the 
1. Historie of Icing James the Sext 1565-969 157; Melville, Memoirs, 264. 
2. Oppressions-, :-, ,c 
3o-Le 
. 
ports of-the Deputy Keeper of the Public Records, 46th rep., 
appe iii 24. 
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other hand, the nature of the Danish response was such that the 
government might well have kept Elphinstone waiting a year and more for 
a reply. Though definitely suggesting that Robert had made approaches 
to. Frederick II9 the letter is much 1o$ , positive 
in its sense than 
the charge against Robert would suggest. In the first places it'was 
issued by two royal officials rather than by 
the king himself; 
indeed the king does not appear to have met Elphinstone on this 
occasion. Secondly, although stating their willingness to discuss 
the. problem of Orkney and Shetland with Roberts the Danes in fact 
avoided the issue by questioning Elphinstone's credentials as Robert's 
representative and seeking further information. 
Danish reluctance to act on this approach may have derived from 
regard for Scoto-Danish relations; . 
there had been no approiih to a=: 
Scottish government on the question of the status of Orkney and Shet- 
land for 15 years, nor was . 
there to be another until 15859-and it 
seem unlikely that Dencasrk would have taken part in activiti6s which 
could have produced considerable difficulties simply at the behest of 
one relatively minor magnate. However, there seems no doubt that the 
Danes were also alienated by the character of Robert's representative. 
The letter (which survives only as a copy in the Danish royal letter- 
book) bears a marginal note describing Elphinstone as a thoroughly 
untrustworthy scoundrel (scu`rra et praestigiator improbissiaus, 
Scotus natione, tuit).. 
As far as Robert is concerned, Elphinltone is a somewhat-'myster- 
ious figure; the only other reference to him in connection with 
l Robert -a story that the latter issued him with a licence to tight 
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a single combat with one Patrick Clark - comes from the Complaints. 
i 
However, he was not unknown to the Danes. He had been a messenger 
from Moray to the Danish king as early as August'1568* 
2 
and he was 
the subject of a letter from Lennox to Frederick 11 on 18 July 1570 
interceding on behalf'of Alexander Campbell and Archibald Stewart who 
had been imprisoned in Denmark on allegedly false charges. 
3 
Among 
Campbell and Stewart's accusersg all of whom were described as' 
being infamous in Scotland, was Gavin Elphinstone, who was said to 
have robbed his patron 'with whom he had lived honourably for some 
years '" 
Perhaps the Danes even wondered if Robert knew of this embassy 
conducted in his name; perhaps, although it seems unlikely, he was 
indeed innocent. At any rate it seems strange that nothing further 
is heard of Elphinstone. It may beg as his name might suggest, that 
he was related to Robert through the latter's mother. Possibly he 
was indeed Robert's master household, but by contrast to Robert's 
other important followers for whom there is no shortage of further 
references, he is never heard of again. One possibility, though it 
must remain speculative, was that Elphinstone was employed by Robert 
solely for the purpose of making overtures to Denmark on account of 
his previous experience of the banish court. The same obscurity 
affects the characters of Henry Sinclair, Hans Corsmay and Lawrence 
Cameos. The picturesque story of the bolt of Holland cloth could 
1. Oppressions, 9. 
2. Reports of tbn Deputy Keeper of the Public Records, 67th rep., 18. 
3:, Ibid., 19. 
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be true, since secrecy would be essential even for such an inconclusive 
missive. as Robert in the event received, but the references to Sinclair, 
Corsmay and Carness regrettably find no corroboration elsewhere.: 
The threat of active opposition from Patrick Bellenden, coupled 
with the appointment of Morton to the regency, must have brought to 
life. again many of the probleme. that had faced Robert in the winter of 
1567-8. Unlike that time,, no-one throughout Robert's incarceration 
ever voiced any doubts as to his actual title to his northern lands, 
but the antipathy of Patrick Bellenden with the sympathetic ear of 
the regent and the support of the earl of Caithness, who no doubt still 
had thoughts on old enmity dating from 1529, must surely have caused 
Robert to fear for his power and driven him to seek allies where he 
could. The Danes, however, no doubt wisely, forbore tö interfere sin P 
what was primarily a'Scottish internal political matter. 
If Robert's actions are seen as being in reply to those of e 
Patrick Bellenden, then it hardly cornea as a surprise to find; that 
among those complaining in December 1575 of ill-usage at , 
Robert's 
hands were a number of persons already noted by William Henderson in. 
1568 as being supporters of Bellenden and plotters against Robert. 
Of several who had been banished 'but ony order of law**' William, 
and Magnus Moodie must surely have been respectively the former;, 
chamberlain involved in the alleged plot against Robert of 1568, 
and another of the alleged plotters, a follower of Magnus Ilalcro, of 
Brough mentioned in the latter's contract with the earl of Caithness 
in 1560. These two were also said to have been pursued 'furth of their 
1. Oppressions, 5, no. 
__8. 
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awns houses, under silence of night' and imprisonedii-ae was William 
Halcro, again presumably the same 'man named in the bond'of'1568. -Magnus 
Halcro himself, 'whose fears expressed in his letter-to the justice' 
clerk seem to have been'"tully justified, was among those compelled"to 
'discharge and quit'claim' their heritage, and he was imprisoned, `--in the 
Yards with William Moodie. It may even have been Robert's treatment 
of 'him that brought about his"death, in or before 1575.2 "Also com- 
polled to part with their heritage were his wife Margaret Sinclair ahd 
her relatives Hugh Sinclair of Strome and Oliver Sinclair of Essinquoy 
('Estaquoyi)" 
These were by no means the, only individuals who-'suffered at"Robertls 
händ, 
s though they were notable in their number. Also among those, 
banished wereJohnýGifford, min'ister of Northmavine, and Ole Sinclair'of 
Brough, both Shetland notables; those taken under silence of night 
included in addition Edward Sinclair of Eday, 'son of Oliver Sinclair$ 
the former tacksman. It may well be that the oppression of these 
individuals was occasioned by political motives whibh are hidden'from 
us; " but the actions noted in the complaints also involved individuals 
with no interest whatever in the politics of the north. Notable'among 
theee1 of course, were the English merchants Robert had attacked in 
1574: In this exploit Robert presumably employed the 'pirates', with 
} 
whom he was later accused of consorting. 
3 
These were named as Patrick 
1. Oppressions, 8, noý. 21: _ 3- 2. REO9 160, no. lxxiii. 
3. Oppressions, 
See p. 136. 
. t; . .. 3. 
d. 
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and Edmund (Edward)! Blackadder, David Willie, David Cathcart, Robert 
Stevenson, John flume, Mathew Aitanan, James Crosby and Henry Balfour; 
Robert was also said to have granted his bond of maintenance to Hume, 
Crosby, Edmund- ßlackadder and, curiously, Magnus Moodie. The prizes 
taken by these men amounted to 'nine great ships laden with precious 
gear' totalling in value more than £100,000, as well as two English 
ships taken in Shetland (probably the ones also noted separately) one 
of which Robert appropriated to his own use, giving the other to the 
pirates. 
There seems little doubt that most of these men were indeed in 
Robert's employ, and there is independent evidence of their piracy. 
On 12 July 1574, one Peter Fisher, ä merchant seamen suspected of 
piracy and interrogated in Edinburgh as to his past career, stated that 
he had been in Scotland at the time 'Lord Robert of Orkney's ship was 
taken out of the haven of Burnt Island', when he was hired by Robert's 
men. 
2 
He had then sailed to Orkney in the Androand returned south 
with Robert's wares in John Hume's ship. Less than two months later 
he had been hired by Hume and James Crosby and sailed to Norway 
where they had. captured a hoy laden with copper kettles and other 
cargo. This was taken back to Orkney where it was received from them 
by Edmund Blackadder. 3 
I* Edward Blackadder is so called in the Oppressions, and examination 
of the, original by staff of the British Library confirms this 
reading; however, all other references to him name him as Edrnmd. 
2. C3ýt, v, 24. 
3. The printed version of this document gives Blackadder's name as 
Edward, but further examination of the original by officials of 
the Public Record Office at my request has confirmed that this is 
a misreading of 'Ldnd'. 
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Both the"tilackaddera, Edmund and Patrick, would seem to have 
been fairly well known figures in Scottish maritime circles, in all 
probability related to the William and John Blackadder already 
noted as having been active in"northern waters in Bothwell'a time. 
Both are noted many times, in the extant records of the 10th century 
admiralty court, 
1 
and there is other evidence that Edmund in 
particularwas notorious. There had been complaints made regarding, 
him on i January-11570, and-again on 23 March 1571 when Frederick II", 
of. Denmark. had, written. to. the Scottish king concerning a ship of 
Lubeck piratically seized by 'Capt. Eideman I3leceter' and carried ,, 
to Orkney. 
2 
,,:,, This-isýespecially interesting in view of ttie fact 
that Edmund ßlackadder. was stated by Robert in his letter to . 
Bellenden of13l'March 1568 to be, one of=the two of Bothwell's,. cap-, 
tured_, followers that he had sent south by order of the Regent Moray. 
As mentioned, earlier, the two had escaped, or had been permitted, 
to escapeg_and-Robert had expressed the fear, that. his brother, the 
regent might suspect that this had happened with his connivance.,; 
The later evidence regarding these men and their relationship with .,, 
Robert rather suggests that Moray would have been correct in that 
assumption. The Complaints also make mention of a Thomas lieanston and, 
it is tempting to speculate whether the laird of that name as well as 
Blackadder was allowed to settle in Orkney. However, the laird of 
Beanston'a. surnanne wasHepburn-and it seems unlikely that-he. changed it; 
I.. Acta Curia Admirallatus Scotiae, passim. -, .,,. 2. Reports of the Deputy Keeper of the Public Records, 46th rep. app. 
ii, 23. ' 
, 
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if he did, he and ]Robert must have fallen out=since he is included in 
the Complaints as being among those pursued by night. 
{, ýL 
There does not seem therefore to be'a great deal of"doubt'as to 
Robert's guilt with regard., to the'charges of 'sklent dealings' with 
Denmark, oppression and piracy. It is when the other groups of 
charges are considered - those alleging that he acted beyond his 
authority and-interfered with the"native laws -that problems arise. 
Certainly there is evidence of his breaking native` precedents in his 
own interest, and it is also the case that several of the actions 
cited to illustrate the overstepping of his powers would be retarded 
as'crimes for other reasons in any case. However several of the: 
allegations raise"the whole question of Robert's position in the 
islands and that of what powers he was entitled to by virtue of his 
heritable infeftment. These charges are at times confused, 'and seem 
in some cases to be attacking powers that Norse Law may well have' 
allowed him rather than the oppressive behaviour which he would seem 
to have justified by reference to'that law. In examining the charges 
against him, one regrets the absence in Orkneyinga Saga of descriptions 
of legal cases on the scale of, say, Njal's Saga - descriptions 
which might give a clue as to the'powers the old law book of Orkney and 
Shetland accorded the earl within his dominions. 
w 
Robert was accused oft usurping royal power in taking up royal 
customs, 
l 
mails and grassums formerly paid to the Comptroller; 
2 
de- 
1. Oppressions, 4, no. 3- 





Glaring himself to enjoy quasi-monarchic power in the islands - . I'as 
free Lord and Heritor of Orkney and Zetland as the King of Scotland is 
in his own realm,, or the Queen of England, or the King of France in ". 
France'; 
1 
disponing the benlefices of the islands 'vacant at. the King's 
)1jesty's gift'; 
2- imposing forfeiture and escheat; 
3 
and remitting 
and forgiving capital'crithg"sich as slaughter, theft and piracy. 
4 
Re was'also stated to have. taken unto himself the powers of admiralty5 
and justiciary*, 
6 
Now, it is not intended to offer any special; defence 
of Robert's character and honesty or his government of, the islands, 
but an examination of the ancient legal arrangements of Orkney and 
Shetland suggests that he had at least some rightful basis for using 
the powers he did. Certainly he seems to have had some consciousness 
of the special- position his infeftment gave, him; regarding escheats, 
for example, he wrote to Bellenden on 21 May 1569, stating that he was 
'als freue infeft with all: eshetres of Orknay and Zetland as, the kyng 
or quene mycht gif the sawnO*7 The 'royal customs, tolls and victual! 
of Shetland which he was accused of taking up without permission would 
seem to have been the rightful perquisite of, any feuar or renter of the 
earldom since Skat, the old Norwegian royal tax, had been paid in Norse 
times to the earl rather than the king of Norway and there is no , 
evidence that past tacksmen of the earldom had paid anything to the , 
Scottish exchequer but tack duty. It is true that mails had been paid 
1. Oppressions. 5, no. 9., 
2. Ibid., 66, no. 14. 
3. Ibid., 6-8, nos. 13,, 17,27. 
4. Ibid., 8, no. 22. 
5. I bid_ -, 4, no. 5. 
6. Ibid., 7, no. 17. 
7. Roxburghe Muniments, see app. 7, no. 9. 
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to the comptroller before Robert's time, -but only in the absence of a 
tacksman; there had of course been no active tacksmen of the islands 
since Oliver Sinclair. It would hardly have seemed necessary, there- 
fore, for Robert's infeftment to contain-a specific clause permitting 
him to gather an accepted source of income for a superior of Orkney 
and Shetland. 
0. 
Robert's attittude to forfeiture and escheat has-- been noted, and 
it is here that the distinction previously made between the charges 
involving his exceeding his authority and his interfering with the native 
laws, although warranted by the form of the complaints themselves, becomes 
artificial and confused. It is said that he usurped 'to him the King's 
Majesty's authority in all forfeiture and escheats of lands and goods', 
and there is plenty of evidence that forfeiture was a favourite ploy 
of Robert's in seeking to extend his dominions, or at least to estab- 
lish a superiority over the udal lands of Orkney and Shetland. Yet 
the earl or superior of Orkney would seem to have been perfectly entit- 
led to fine, banish and escheat. It seems unnecessary for this 
erroneous charge to be added to the perfectly competent accusations 
that, for example, he applied forfeiture to dead men whose estates had 
already been disponed by the crowns and intended 'be way of purpresioun 
to escheat the haile vuthall lands... '2 It is noticeable that, in the 
case of William Clouston cited earlier, the complaint was that Robert 
had pardoned him for theft, not that he had escheated his property. 
1. Oppressions, 9, no. 27; The GulathinQlaw allowed for the pros- 
ecution of dead men, but not in any circumstances that could con-. 
ceivably apply to Sir James Sinclair of Sanday (Larson, Earliest 
........... Norwegian Laws, 132). 
2. OOppressions, no. 6, no. 13. 
a, Spa P iovs PQ9ý , Sea, p, 14 6. 
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What all this indicates is two systems of law in`conflict. 
Among the complaints are some which are pure'Norse Law -a reference 
to 'swyne roitting', the problems of the udallers, the interesting- 
allusion to Robert's pursuit of his enemies by night, -reminiscent of 
the traditional'Norse custom of reckoning crimes committed at night 
as more heinous than these committed by day. 
1 
Thus far ' native 
laws were accepted. ' But in addition there are charges which 
significantly find no place in the complaints against Bruce, in-all 
likelihood because they were not made by islanders at all, but by 
Scotsmen. -The charges are in accordance with the law of Scotland and 
little note is taken of ihstances where they contradict, . the: - native 
laws of the Islands. 
There was for example considerable precedent in Norse Law for 
superiors of Orkney and Shetland acting in the capacity of admirals. 
It is true that the first recorded admiral in Scotland was-Henry.. 
Sinclair, the earl of Orkney who died 'in 1417,2 but Robert's precedent 
for acting as he did would seem to have lain more with the law-book. 
As loud of Shetland he was fully entitled to exercise a maritime 
jurisdiction. The arguments in the case of the Southampton merchants, 
3 brought on 14 December 15? 7v illustrate this. Robert defended him- 
self on the ground that the merchants' ships were in fact fitted out 
for piracy and had attacked one David Rusman in Scalloway. On a 
former occasion, in 1571, John Smith, one of the Englishmen, had 
received a 'cowp bill' as a merchant, but had not dealt in merchandise 
1. It would appear that the Gulathinglaw accounted a night killing as 
by definition murder (Egil's Saga, 155). 
2. Act* C iä, Admirallatus Scotiae, xiii. 
3. RPC, ii, 654-60. 
t65. 
and had gone away 4-5 days later. On the later occasion, in 1574, 
Smith had entered his ship and received a 'coip bill according to 
the maner and custom of the cuntrie'. The 'cowp bill' was a licence 
granted to a visiting merchant, enabling him to trade and laying 
down conditions; it is mentioned in both the complaints against 
Bruce and the Shetland court book of 1602-4.1 The latter source, 
in addition to noting this undoubted evidence of the foud's juris- 
diction over merchant shipping, gives strong support to the view 
that this jurisdiction extended also over fishing and other vessels. 
The case of McCreath and his followers illustrated clearly the con- 
fusion between the Scots and Norse views of this jurisdiction. 
Robert may have behaved wretchedly, but it seems rather hard that he 
should be blamed on the one hand for usurping power of admiralty and 
justiciary (as he was specifically in this instance) and on the other 
for sparing McCreath and his men punishment for their 'cruel deed'. 
Justiciary powers, too, would seem to have been part of Robert's 
legal position as sheriff and loud. The Scottish justiciar's powers 
were indeed broader than those of the 'simple sheriff' that Robert 
was stated to be. A justiciar traditionally dealt with 'supreme 
cognisances of all controversies of every kind!. 
2 
However, if Robert 
was a sheriff, he was hardly a 'simple' one. The term sheriff in 
Orkney and Shetland had been in use since 1541, when Oliver Sinclair 
was created justice, sheriff, admiral and bailie. Sinclair's com- 
mission, however, completely ignored the legal sot-up in Orkney and 
Shetland and as far as jurisdiction is concerned, it is difficult to 
1. Oppressions, 40; Court-Book of Shetland, 74. -,,,. t 
2. Encyclopaedia of the Law of Scotland, viii, 597. 
.0 
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imagine the term sheriff being more than the name (employed at first 
in Orkney alone) for the senior legal-official in what was still very 
much a Norse system of law. By the 157Os, the foudry of Shetland had also 
b come a titular sheriffship, 
i 
but retained its old judicial powers 
right up to the abolition of Norse Law in 1611.2 The law-book of 
Orkney and Shetland is of course not extant*9 but it is generally 
accepted that it was a regionally modified version of the Gulathinglaw, 
whose provisions extended over the whole gamut of civil, criminal and 
maritime law. 
3 
Given this, and the strongly independent position of 
the Orkney earls, it is difficult to imagine Robert's judicial powers 
being much less wide than those of a Scottish justiciar. Of the two 
examples cited in support of the charge against Robert, the McCreath 
case has been noted; the other concerned one William Wishart in 
Shetland who had been dead for a year before Robert's entry, but who 
was condemned in effigy and had his goods and gear confiscated (as 
had Sir James Sinclair). Though cited in support of three separate 
charges, 
4 
this case is unfortunately completely obscure. 
Of the complaints accusing Robert of exceeding his authority, 
one further example had native practice as its defence, namely that 
he 'took up wrak and waithe of the whole country of Orkney without 
commission and not contained in his infeftment, extending to 10,000 
merke'. 'Wrak and waithe' in Scotland belonged to the crown= in the 
I* Jardine Dobie, 'A Shetland Decree, JR, li (1939), 11 Shetland 
Court Book, 1602-4, passim 
2. RPC, ix, 181. 
3. Robberstad, 'tidal Law' (unpublished article); Dobie, 'tidal Law', 
The Sources and Literature of Scots Law, Stair Society, 443-601 
Dreyer, ' dal Law', Encyclopaedia of the Law of Scotland, 321-336. 
4. Opp resions, 7, no. 171 9, no. 27. 
167. 
north the question is rather more difficult, but there is reason to 
believe that private rights to wreck existed there. 
i 
Under Patrick 
much in the way of flotsam washed ashore went to the earl. 
2 
Where he 
derived these rights is not stated, but it seems almost certain that 
they stemmed from the lawbook. Prof. Donaldson states 'Wreck in the 
widest sense of the word was claimed as the perquisite of the King or 
of the Earl as his representative'. This is curious because if true 
it shows the earl as being in a position in relation to the king of 
Scots not dissimilar to that held by his Norse predecessors in relation 
to their lord in Norway; no other Scottish noble would have enjoyed 
to such an extent what was outside Orkney and Shetland the prerogative 
of the crown, 
On one charge in which the defence of local practice cannot 
be used, that of disponing of the benefices of the country vacant at 
the king's gift and compelling beneficed men to set their benefices to 
him, the evidence is variable. Alexander Thomson, who was apparently 
struck by William Hume 'suddart' as he came down from the pulpit, 'though 
not mentioned in the Fasti, was vicar of Dunrossness from 1570 till 
1574. James Maxwell, also mentioned, waspresumably the vicar of 
Stronsay who quitted the north about 1577 and was succeeded by 
William Henderson on 24 September 1578.1* Of the benefices noted as 
examples - St Ola, Holm, Unst, Scatsta, Nesting and Walls - no 
1. Donaldson, Shetland Life under Earl Patrick, 54; Goudie, 
Antiquities of Shetland$ 90. 
2. Donaldson, Shetland Life under Earl Patrick, 55" 
3. Reg. Pros., i" " i0q; 'Liss, 
vi, no. 243b- 
4. Fasts, vii, 272. 
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evidence: of anything.. untoward; has yet', been found;, for. -. the last^two: yr'"'- 
Of the otherssi> Ho1m, ', Unst: and'. Delting (including! Scatsta)-: had. °new*. x::,,, ' 
, the presentee : to the"vicarage°öt. Lt _ =r incumbents during , -'1573-41I 
Delting, 0lnafirth, and%Laxavoe, John, Denoonl(also referred-todas '3E'ß 
John Kingsone or,, Kingstoun)-was *also -James Maxwell 's'successor'iln `ý", 
the vicarage`of Dunrossness.. °IIronicaliy, thowever, thelone-of #` 
these definitely . identifiable as. a. follower <of'Robert `-iJames"tlay. 
of Unst --was ' presented * to : the" benefice by-' due"process' on 31 r October ti 
1574,:: before the complaints: 
2 Notable among'the'changes however, 
were the replacement, rof! Magnus'Halcro of? Brough: as minister=ofr-'ý 11"1 
Orphir in 1574W- almost, 'certainlybthe"=pear>ofähis death#arid"the, °- 
same year'asýthe-demission°by"Alexander Thomsoný- by=Thomas' Stevenson, -ý-"- 
formerly at; Firth andStenness, °. 'and, the. translation°öf'WilliamýMoodie,,, '"" 
from South Ronaldsay. 'and. Burray to-Hoy and Graemsay. The'latter'was 
succeeded in his former; charge'by-Alexander; Dick: who'during"his 
tenure (abundantly dilapidatedxhis: benefice'. 
3 y =" ;t -' 'tvs 4 r, '' 
;y aý'ýÄ. ±r. ýb tr -ra _ , y7ä ýrý+, 'ý ! ý, ., 
' 43Ä ýnrý äCý`ýi ä>'fit. `t`' ýä . ,. 
ýý to k 
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When Robert's, interference'with=the, oid*'iaws`of, the islands is 
examined, questions of right and wrong become perhaps easier to 
discern, but in the"first-of the"allegations tinder this heading, "'the 
same confusion betweenýScots and. Norse*laws. ie, encountered. R'-It was'-stated 
that Robert was'guilty of 'inbringing of new laws ä ndiconsuetudes, 
forgit of the laws of Nörwayý°never'received, of before', in-Orkney 
and abrogation of the auld laws and`statutes`of the'"realmý. ° This 
,. , -"= R, ý. ý, 
ýüä ý: F'ký'ýtx"=ýýý. 
_k 
"ý ýý. wi3: tW, .ý 
ý`? ý. ý;, M 's ä.;. eiý 
ýäar3ý, ý: »s: ä {ý 
1. Fasti, vii", 217,298 
. 
306" : ».. .ý..,....,.. ý. ý.. ý.. ý... u 2. RSS, vii"no. 2727. 
3. : Fasti , vii, 229. `+ ýl - 
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is a very, add statement, particularly in view of the examples given - 
the inbringing of, Lawrence Carnese, making laws 'in awyne roitting' 
and that 'al-sters should-not be lowed of their heid bull'. It seems 
strange that Robert should be accused of introducing Norwegian laws 
to the north, and the phrase 'abrogation of the auld laws and statutes 
of the realm' seems meaningless in the context. It is possible that 
what is meant is the introducing of new law from the far side of the 
North Sea, but leaving aside the fact that this was not necessarily 
culpable since the Norwegian king's court had confirmed wetland 
decisions as late as 15381 and had appointed a Shetland lawman in 
that year, 
2 
and this court would naturally have remained the superior 
court for consultation on matters of Norse Law, there seems no evidence 
to suggest that there had been any major new legislation in the parent 
country which could have been introduced to the islands. Abreovor, 
'abrogation of the auld laws$ would seem to apply to those of 
Scotland rather than those of Orkney. and Shetland, and the examples 
quoted make it plain that while there may indeed have been alteration 
to the native laws, there were no legal innovations. 
Lawrence. Carness is a shadowy figure, and so far as is known 
never practised as lawman, a post which in any case no longer existed 
in either archipelago. This is not to say that he was an invention; 
it seems quite possible that he did come from Denmark on legal busi- 
ness, either because the Danish crown decided to send him as a token 
of its renewed interest in revival, of their claims on the islands, 
1. _, 96, no. xiiii. 
2. tiobberstad, 'Udal Law', 8. 
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or simply as part of the' longstanding-relationship between the legal 
systems of the. two`Norse lands. However, in the absence of further°Y 
information, there is little more one can say. 
The reference to 'swyne roitting' was to a, development described 
in much greater detail in the complaints against Laurence Bruce. The 
reference places with Robert the ultimate blame for Bruce's alteration 
of the penalties imposed in Shetland (there I. no evidence as-to" 
whether the law applied to Orkney) on the owners of swine that damaged 
a neighbour's land and crops. These penalties were raised consider- 
ably and imposed with little regard for whether-or-not swine had' 
actually transgressed. The charge against Robert alleged that these 
impositions totalled 1500 dollars a year. However, this was an alter-°`" 
ation to the existing law, albeit rapacious and reprehensible, ' rather 
than the introduction of a novelty. - -- 
sy ýNy; 
The same would seem to apply to the obscurer reference to'sisters 
and their 'head bull. Unlike some of the-other allegations against 
Robert regarding the laws of Orkney and Shetland, there is no other 
reference to this charge in-the complaints against Bruce, or indeed' 
anywhere else. Mackenziei quotes the inheritance provisions of'thez 
law book of Norway (presumably that of Magnus Lawmender) as stating 
that the 'held bull$ - the head farm or bu - was in the first instance 
the prerogative of the eldest son in the division of udal property; ' 
if, there were no sons surviving then it went to the sons* sons in 
order, and only if there were none`of these would it then go to an 
1. Mackenzie, Grievances, 8. 
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eldest daughter. Under what circumstances a woman in possession of 
a held bull. might be deprived of it is not stated, and the version of 
the law of the Gulathing contained in The Earliest Norwegian Laws is 
not helpful on this point. 
l There seems no doubt that Robert (or 
possibly Bruce) was seeking to alter the customary order of udal 
inheritances though exactly why remains a mystery. 
With the law regarding swine were several other provisions which 
were also to be found, in greater detail and with specific instances 
quoted, in the complaints against Robert's half-brother in Shetland. 
The first of these was an act that none should bring home boats to 
Shetland without his will. 
2 
In fact the allegations against Bruce 
were that he compelled those who brought boats and timber back from 
Norway to sell their purchases at a price fixed by an act whose -- 
authorship was not specified. 
3 Both these allegations may refer to 
an attempt by Robert andBruce to 'control' and profit from what was 
undoubtedly a brisk trade. 
4 
The Shetlanders who were fined, including 
Peter Nisbet and Henry Spence (mentioned in both documents), com- 
plained that no such act had been passed, or at any rate had not 
been intimated to them. The second was that of changing the weights 
of the blamer and pundlar by a fifth. The statement in the complaints 
against Robert regarding this is bald, but it receives the greatest 
amount of space of all the complaints against Bruce. Robert's 'com- 
pelling the dogger boats and other fishers of this realm to pay to him 
1. Larson, Earliest Norwegian Laws; 108-19. 
2. Oppressions, 7, no. 19- 
3. Ibid., 66* 
4. Fenton, The Northern Islest Orkney and Shetland, 552-3" 
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great toll and taxis bye auld use and wont', 
i 
also found greater 
background detail in the Shetland complaints, as did his 'making and 
setting of new takkis and gerssumes to the poor lieges, and conpelling 
them to pay to him great sous of money, far by the auld order of 
the country'. 
2 A further accusation was that he"had pronounced 
'wrangus and false judgement and sentences against the King's 
Majesty's lieges.... and causing his deputes thereafter to reduce 
and retreat the same, as he did to Andrew Mowat, Mr Robert Cheyene 
and Andrew Berwick of Skatsta'. 
3 
The alteration of the sentence in 
the example given was the result of a bribe given to him by Ilawick of 
Scatsta. Iiawick was certainly prominent in Shetland's submissions 
against Bruce, but oddly enough the Shetland complaints tend to lay 
little blame on Robert, stating that after the feuar had passed 
through the Shetland parishes holding courts (presumably during the 
visit of mid-1574) Bruce recalled cases which Robert had remitted 
and forgiven, retried them and reversed the verdicts - in fact the 
opposite of the allegation in the 1575 complaints. 
-4 Finally, 
Robert was alleged to have compelled assizemen to reach verdicts 
according to his pleasure, failing which he introduced his own house- 
hold men and domestic servantsto the assize. Attention has been drawn 
to examples of his followers serving on Orkney assizes, but the 
evidence gives us no more than this bare fact; again the roost de- 
tailed instances of this come from the charges against Bruce. 
1. cessions, 4, no. 4. 
2. Ibid., 6, no. 11. 
3. ibid., - 10, no. 33. 
4ý Ibid., 44. 
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With regard to the relationship between the Orkney and the 
Shetland complaintse; one, detail in the allegations against Robert is,,, 
particularly curious. The charge of his oppressing, the lieges by,.,, yr#, ý 
compelling them to furnish him with hospitality at their own expense 
was 'notoriously known and sail be preven with the haill country$i,. ti 
(present writer's emphasis). it 
This last, phrase' strongly suggests the 
highly distinctive form of mass testimony, used in the case of this 
as well as the other, complaintsq against Bruce in Shetland in, 1577; 
there was no such procedure . adopted, against 
Robert so far as we_, 
'', G 
know, only a simple compilation of charges, and it seems curious that 
the latter includes items highly reminiscent of accusations which the",, 
Shetlanders were not to make for, over a year,, r 
However, according to 
their later allegationag the Shetlanders had already complained, about 
Bruce to Robert, and it was even stated-that Robert had 'of conscience' 
relieved Bruce'of the 'Foudry of Shetland, on payment of 700merks. 
2 
What may well have happened therefore is that these complaints, found 
their way into the hands of Robert's accusers, and thus the list of 115 
charges against Robert was partly, based on complaints by, the, Shetlanders 
of which those of 1577 were a reiteration.,, It is also the case that. 
the 1575 complaints reserved 'special points' of, oppression and other 
crimes which $sall be very`larges odious and fearful tobe read', for. 
such time as the particular complainers might be given. free, paasage out 
of the islands; however, these protests, which again echo the 'par- 
ticular complaints' of the Shetlanders, were aimed at Robert, and made 
no mention of Bruce. 
I* Oppressions, 5-6t no. 10. 
2. Ibid-9. " 
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Two further charges relating to native laws remain to be noted. 
Robert took away 'suckin fra the auld vuthall mills of Orkney, quhilk 
were observit of before inviolate$. 
i 
This first charge is interesting, 
because it indicates a distinction. between the position of mills in 
Orkney and in Shetland. In Shetland, the system seems to have been 
one of small-scale mill., individually owned; 
2 in Orkney, the charge 
shows that already, before Robert, there were mills with 'suckens' or 
jurisdictions. In view of the general and substantiated charge that 
Robert was seeking superiority over the udal'lande, one might have 
supposed that Robert was similarly seeking to introduce a Scottish 
style system of thirlage to the mill; but in fact it appears that he 
was rather taking to himself the right to dispone already existing 
suckens. 
3 The udal mills were presumably large mills serving udal 
estates - as in the case of James Irving of Sabay's mill. 
4 
Their 
monopolies seem to have been less rigid than their Scottish counter- 
parts, 
5 
and theirexi's'tauce-did not prohibit the building of individ- 
ual mills - in fact although 'Fenton states definitely that udal mills 
had suckens, it seems from the evidence he cites that Irving of 
Sabay's sill monopoly was more a matter of circumstance than of law. 
However, Robert's crime may have been to attempt to usurp whatever 
rights the udal mills possessed and to attempt to assimilate them to 
the feudal arrangements which his testament suggests applied to 
mills on the earldom estate.. 
1. Oppressions, 10, no. 32. 
2. Goudie, Antiquities of Shetland, 247. 
3. Fenton, The Northern Islesi Orkney and Shetland, 397; this volume 
also contains an estimate of the number of dills in Orkney at this 
time. 
4.1,99, no. xliv. 
5. Fenton, The Northern Isless Orkney and Shetland, 397. 
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The second charge was that he 'gave licence to men to. fight 
singular combats', the disputants in question being Ninian Dougall_,,. 
and Alexander Bewmond, George Wallace and William Cullen, Nichol., 
Sinclair and-Stephen [? ], Gavin Elphinstone and Patrick Clark. 
i 
There are no further details and there. are no precedents for such,, 
combats in the Northern Isles, at least from 1468, though one is 
tempted to wonder whether Robert derived this unlooked-for idea from 
the lawbooke It is just possible that the island form of the old 
Norse code may have retained in its provisions the old Scandinavian 
idea of holmganga, notwithstanding its absence from the parent 1äw 
of the Gulathing end the fact that it was no longer -practised in 
the islandst 
The charges remaining to be considered give final credence to 
the view that whatever the legal confusion inherent in the complaints, 
whatever defences can be made of Robert's actions and whatever his 
responsibility for the misdeeds of his half-brother, his rule was 
extremely oppressive. He compelled the lieges of both archipelagoes 
tofu nish him and a household of 120-140 with 'bankettis and gret 
cheers' (again a charge, outlined in more detail, against Bruce)., He 
was said to have brought in 'Hieland men', traditional marauders in 
the area, to 'sorn, oppress and spuilzie'-the country, especially, 
the island of Graamsay, and prevented their pursuit on the grounds 
that they were his men. (It is not possible to identify these 
highlanders or the indidents which specifically affected Graemsay, but 
1. Oppressions, 9, no. 29. 
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it is perhaps significant that not long after this James Stewart, 
Robert's illegitimate son, appears as superior of the island. James 
is stated in the Scots PeerageI to be implicated in Robert's traffick- 
ing with the Danes$ though there is no evidence of this in the 
Oppressions. ) His promises to the burgh of Kirkwall on becoming 
provost went for nothing; he forbade the burgesses to buy skins, 
hide, butter, oil and other wares without his leave, and gave leave to 
others to exercise liberties that should have been limited to the 
burgesses. It was possibly at this time that, according to the later 
Provost Craigie writing in the mid-17th century, Robert 'on pretence 
of distraining for a private debt', seized the burgh's charter-chest 
and destroyed its contents, 
2 He forbade ferries running without his 
passport, apparently making a special statute to this effect, and he 
forbade departure from the islands without permission, rendering - 
complaint difficult if not impossible. 
It is not among the aims of these presents to portray Robert as 
an evil genius, or as a man with any ideas greater than that of 
the acquisition of territories far away from the attentions of 
central government where he could pursue his selfish interests with- 
out interference. However, the Complaints do suggest that he was well 
aware of the unusual powers that the superiority of'Orkney and Shetland 
gave him, both in the plenary jurisdiction given by the lawbook, and 
in the traditional, freedoms of the former earls. This unusual const- 
itutional position of the islands may account for the problems Robert's 
1. vi, 575- 
2* Mackenzie, Grievances, 36. 
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accusers at. court (as distinct from in the islands) had in finding 
charges against him regarding activities which could not-be justi- 
fied by local law. The fact however that they did object to the 
powers he exercised. is noteworthy and adumbrates the future-con- 
flicts which were to be seen again in the 1580s and which would cul- 
urinate in the final collapse of the Stewart earldom early in the 
following century. The thorny problem which rendered the charges 
against Robert so muddled in law'wasthe same one which must have. 
placed a question mark over the future of the Stewarts' rule through- 
out the half-century or so of its existence. As such it is a con- 
siderably more important question than that of whether Robert's 
rule was tyrannous or not, a question which must beyond all doubt 
be answered-in the affirmative. 
Four 
! i. ' 
/ 
ON 31-January 1576 the privy council, in accordance with the complaints 
that the islands of Orkney and Shetland were 'havelie troublit hereit 
and oppressit be cumpaneis of suddartis and. utheris brokin men... de- 
pendaris upoun Lord Robert Stewart', 
1 
and also that the'inhabitants 
were forbidden to leave the islands be sea or land, as the result of 
which they were 'abill to be allutirlie wrakkit and hereit for, evir', 
charged those now acting in Robert's name to cease from hindering 
traffic in and out of the islands. 
1. RPC, He 482-3. 
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A fortnight later, a further complainer was heard, Nicol Oliver- 
son, son of Oliver Rendall,, udaller in Gairsay. 
i Nicol's"father 
had died when he was an infant and he had been compelled, he said, 
to leave Orkney for-Norway where he remained for forty years. He 
had returned some time previously (ironically because he understood 
that he could get better justice in Orkney than formerly) to pursue` 
his father's heritage before Lord Robert Stewart, and had obtained 
decreet against the alleged possessors of the lands. These, interest- 
ingly enough, were Magnus Halcro of ßrough and his wife, and John'` 
Muirhead, to whom the latter had granted her lands about 1560.2 
Nevertheless, shortly afterwards, in Nicol's absence, Robert had 
entered one Isobel Brown in the lands; Oliverson stated that this 
was because Robert was trying to tempt him,, as a 'strangeare'wereit 
and beggarit in persute of his just heretage' into illegality by - 
forcing him to steal the land. He would thus presumably have 
rendered himself liable to escheat. John Sharp, Robert's procurator, 
stated that an assize and precept of Robert's had possessed Oliverson 
of land in Gairsay previously held by his father, but that a second 
had found that by 'the law and practik observit within... Orknay in 
tymes past', he had no title, and that the lands pertained to Robert. 
This is highly suggestive of an instance of the charge against 
Robert of pronouncing judgments and then causing his deputes there-` 
after to 'reduce and retreat the same*. - 
Whether or not Robert's first 
1. E. ' ii, 488-9. 2. Prot. Bic. Gilbert Grote, 53. 
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judgment in Oliverson'e favour was indeed 'wrangous and false' 
cannot really be judged, but what is interesting is that in the first 
instance the land was taken from its holders, persons with no love 
for Robert, in the second a further assize reversed the decision of 
its predecessor and the land was not returned to Magnus Halcro but 
granted to a third party. This affair therefore gives credence to the 
charges against Robert of controlling the assizes, of oppressing 
Magnus Halcro and others, and of finding excuses for escheating land- 
holders. 
On March 25 Alexander Hay wrote to Henry Killigrew 'As to the 
poor man's suit against my Lord Robert, the time were very proper if 
any would take the pains to come and pursue its for my Lord Robert is 
still in Edinburgh Castles and no great hope of his speedy delivery'. 
Who the 'poor man' was is not disclosed; it is possible that it was 
Oliverson, but more likely the English merchant John Smith and his 
friends, who were ultimately to make their complaints eighteen months 
later. Oliverson's case came again before the lords on 4 April 1576 
and judgment was found in his favour. 
2 
Robert was'to remain in Edinburgh Castle for two years until 
August 15773 and in Linlithgow from then until the beginning of the 
4 
following year. During this time power in Orkney appears to have 
rested in the hands of Patrick Menteith, who is described as 'capitane 
of Kirkwall in Orknay'; William Elphinstone is named as sheriff 
1. CSP Scot, v; 215. 
2. RPC, ii, 517-8. 
3" I d., its 622. 
4. Ibia, 669-70. 





On June 26 Monteith and 29 followers allegedly slew one 
Adam Dickson, servitor of Edward Halcro (? brother of Magnus Halcro). 
2 
For this, they were summoned to Edinburgh in August to underlie the 
3 
-law in the tolbooth.; Elphinstone, who was named among those suuioned, 
was put under obligation on 20 December 1576 to apprehend the 
criminals. ' Shortly afterwards the escheats of Walter Bruce, Edward 
Tulloch in Nidevall and William Gordon were granted to Henry Sinclair, 
son of Robert Sinclair of Ness, on account . of this crime. 
5 
At the same time, moves were afoot against Laurence Bruce of 
Cultcnalindie and his rule in Shetland. On November i the privy 
council took the decision to hear the Shetlanders' complaints against 
him and he was'waarded south of the Tay; 
6 
eight days later William 
Moodie of Breclmess and William Henderson were commissioned to under- 
take the Inquiry .7 on 4 February 1577, at the Law Ting Balm in 
Tingwal2 Loch near Sca11oway, they began taking depositions. 
- 
The complaints against Bruce provide an extraordinarily detailed 
picture, not merely of vicious and arbitrary rule, but of the society 
which was compelled to suffer that rule - its customs, its law, its 
economy, its way of life. The document embodying these complaints is 
I. PPC, ii, 576. 
2. Ib d. i, RSS, vii, nos. 794,825. 
3. TA, xiii, 136. 
4. Rmc, it, 576. 
5. Es-so vii, nos. 794,825. 
6. mc, ii, 563. 
7. Ibid., ii, 616-8. 
8. oppressssi_o, ns, 16. 
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itself a unique but surely characteristic product of-Shetland law 
in action, and for once the-relative obscurity regarding conditions- 
in Shetland is lifted and the equivalent evidence for Orkney furnished 
by a handful of charters and court decrees made to seem sparse by 
comparison. 
Mt 
Popular feeling'in Shetland was undoubtedly running high, and 
the commons turned out in great numbers to. meet the commissioners and 
bear witness to the oppressions. On 4 and 5 February 110 men1 from 
Tingwall, Whiteness and Weisdale came, on the 8th 29 men-from Bressay 
and on succeeding days, 51 from Nesting and Lunnasting, 30 fron 
Whalsay, 41 from yell, 43 from linst and so on,. culminating on the 
21st with over 120 from Dunrossness alone. 
a 
There were several major areas of discontent. The;, greatest of 
these, to which more space was devoted in the document than any 
other, concerned the-measurement of victual payments for skat and 
other dues. In time past, the responsibility for the public assess- 
went of these had rested with the lawribhtman, who had custody of 
the measuring instruments the cuttle, for measuring the coarse 
cloth wadmel, the bismar, for weighing out butter and the can, for 
measuring oil - and who also carried out the actual assessment. Each 
parish presented their contribution to a coherent overall picture of 
abuse. 
1. Only five women have been identified among the whole assembly, 
all but one curiously enough with the same names Celia Kettill, 
Celia of Brough, Celia of Cowasetter, Celia and Christian in Satir. 
2. Oppressions, 1G-13. 
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In the first place, the lawrightman had in the case of most 
parishes been forcibly relieved of his duty of measuring the victual, 
and replaced by one. of the Laird's on choosing or, in the case of 
Bressay, by an unwilling delegate who was compelled out of fear to 
measure at Bruce's orders. Nichol iiardwall, David Tulloch and 
Erling. of Bu, lawrightmen respectively of Dotting and! Scatstal 
Northmavine and Dunrossness, all made specific complaints that they 
were not allowed to discharge their duties. 
The measuring itself was abused, -both in the weights and measures 
used and in the lack of scruple with which it was carried out. In 
Tingwall, Whiteness and Weisdale 70 cuttlesi were taken to the pack 
of wadmel instead of the customary 60; in Dressay the figure was 
said to be 75 cuttles. The measuring cuttles used were also defective. 
When Erling of Du had brought 'cuttles of just ineasour' to the measur- 
Ing he was forbidden to use them, and publicly broke them, calling 
upon the commons to witness his action. When individuals complained 
about the 'large and wrangus gripping of the hands that mett [the 
wadmel]', the laird's men 'world gift thame ane streik on the hand with 
the cuttell to gar thaim lat it gang'. Another complaint elicited from 
Bruce the comment that the wadmel 'was na velvet'. 
The bismar, the weighing device for butter payment, had been 
increased by one fifth, as, had been already stated in the complaints 
I* The term cattle is in this case used as a measure of length rather 
than as e the name of the measuring instrument. As auch a measure 
it was equivalent to a Scots ell. 
. 
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against Bobort. This meant that for every 12 lis ponds weight taken 
of old, 15 were now exacted (sic)., EracsrVs of_Kirkbuster; - lavrlght- 
ran of'ßressay in the days when Ola Sinclair of liavera had been 
fond, stated that he had used a bismar rude 30 years before by 
William Irving of Trondra'with the consent of the commons. Bruce 
had refused to use this instrument and had had a new one made 'trans- 
monting sax saving or aucht merkis riair, betuixt the wecht and the 
hand that weylt, nor that auld just bismeyre was'. Magnus Reid 
of Aith had compared the Laird's bismar with one used all his days 
by his father who had been lawman, and found it to be 8 rerks (one 
third of a lispund) out; David Tulloch, lawrightman of Northmavine, 
stated that he had been fined 5 dollars for saying that it was 
'evil done' that he should not be allowed to weigh the commons' dues 
and that unjust weights should be used. 
In constructing his bismar, Bruce was said to have sought out 
the biggest 'that was amang the Duchemen' - the German merchant 
community - and had his made even bigger. The 'Dutch' weights and 
measures were themselves complained of, but it was affirmed by the 
men of the North Isles that this was due to greatly higher exactions 
which the merchants had had to pay Bruce since his entry. It had 
been the custom for a merchant's prices to be set by the food and 
'honest men', but the laird now set these for himself and had greatly 
increased the prices of 'Duchemen and strangearis geir'. ' The prices 
of barrels of beer and of ryemeal bran had been increased by 25%. 
The can for measuring oil had also been altered and the manner of 
its use perverted. In time past the capacity of the can should have 
284. 
been'! /&$ part of a""Bramer [Brauren] barrel', and it should have been 
filled by being placed'on-level ground and oil poured into it to the 
level of two plugs sot in the can's aides. Bruce's cat was 
1/34-1/36 
of a barrel in capacity, without plugs, and was filled to overflowing 
while standing on a plank over the barrel so that the oil in the 
barrel was augmented by a cupful or more of overflow. The barrels 
had formerly been 'furnished by the fouda, or by the commons with 
recompense from the feuds. Now the comons were required by the laird 
to furnish the-barrels without recompense. 
At the"sumo timo, in the case of both merchants and caaýons, the 
victual/money exchange rates had been altered. The y_pindale, a 
silver coins had previously been worth $ gudlings (a victual measure 
equivalent to six cuttles of wadmail) when paying arrears. Now it 
was worth only two gudlings, though the merchants would still give the 
old rate*"-°Likewise the value of the angel nable, an English gold 
coin, had dropped from six gudlings to five. In Nortl=avine, Bruce.. 
had compelled the commons to pay 24 bawbeea Scots for each gudling 
owing, 'the gudling never having been worth more than six bawbeca 
before. -Among the merchant community the equivalences of both 
victual and money had changed. A gudling had previously been 
equivalent to ß cuttlea of 'unblicht carrott't but was now only worth 
six cuttles=. the merk of copper, previously equal to two shillings, 
was now-equal to four shillings. It-might be possible to attempt a 
justification, of. theso on the grounds that they compensated for 
1. Lcq Larat (Larett)t linen cloth (as opposed to the woollen 
wa+ ), in this case unbieached. 
/ 
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inflation, but certain other evidence suggests that Bruce's chief aim 
was a simple amelioration of his income. Ile was said to have given 
the merchants 2 gudlings for a yOndale when selling; but demanded 
3 gudlings- for. the coin when buying. 
The second major theme running through the complaints was that 
of Bruce's maladministration of the. native legal system. Courts were 
held at times which prevented the gathering of harvest, and Bruce's 
men, were introduced into the assize. _, 
The, ßressay men alleged that at 
the last lawting at Scalloway, scarcely half the assize was of 
countrymen, so that the latter could not make objection, though they 
did not agree with-the assize's decreets. James Bruce, one of, Cult- 
rnalindie's followers, was said to have sat on an assize the previous 
year while still unrelaxed at the horn. James Bruce was joined on 
these assizes by Henry Bruce and Thomas Boyne; the latter had been 
on the assize which tried the Southampton merchants in 1574, and was 
alleged in both sets of complaints to have murdered Patrick Windram, 
and also in the Shetlanders' testimony to have killed one Alexander 
Duff in, Strathbogie. Ile was also stated, five years later, to have 
been triplicated in yet another slaughter, that of one Mark Vondrourn. 
1 
In Unat Boyne and Henry-Bruce were actually permitted to sit on an 
assize case where they also acted as procurators. The particular 
example cited - involving the wife of Bartholomew Strang of Voesgarth - 
foreshadowed another which was to the subject of its on investigation 
some months later before the privy council 
-in 
Edinburgh. 
I* R SSL, viii, no. 37.1 
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Boyne and Bruce also assisted the laird in the holding of 
GrandrieI courts each year instead of septennially according to use 
and wont. Such courts were usually initiated by private inquest, 
and Boyne and Bruce not only 'gave up the faults', but sat on the 
assize as well. John Smith, officer, William Magnusson in Beinsta 
and William Garrioch were fined six dollars for a 'tiizie''in the 
latter's house and were refused a copy of the decreet against them 
despite paying l yopindales for one. In addition to the unwonted 
frequency of the court, there were also complaints' against summary 
conviction there, and of the dittay being taken up by Bruce's clerks 
instead of by a-general inquest of honest men. It was also alleged 
that the reason why Bruce was so keen to use the Grandrie procedure 
so frequently was because of the powers given to him by that part 
of the procedure called sculding. Here the whole population of a 
scattald might be put to probation on the report of one person in 
a case where a crime had been committed by a person unknown. Each 
member of the population was accordingly put to an acquittance, and 
on the laird's refusal of three such acquittances from one person, 
escheat would follow. No specific instance was cited, but notable among 
the complaints against Robert had been the allegation that Bruce's 
half-brother had fined Robert Wishart, Walter Hill, Magnus McCreath, 
Ola Cumla and Magnus Reid 'great composition' for the alleged 
'resset' of Matthew Sinclair. 
2 
This may refer to the same activity. 
Bruce's interference with Shetland law did not apply only to 
1.. 'A septennial court to abate nuisances and punish local abuses', 
Oppressions, 126, also quoted by Jakobsen. 
2. Oppressions, 10, no. 31. 
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court procedure. His interpretation and changing of'the laws them- 
selves also caused' considerable outcry. The law of swine-rootinq, 
included also in the case against Robert, was particularly notable. 
'Under pretence and cullour of nichtborhood', Bruce increased the 
penalty for allowing one9a swine'to damage'a neighbour's land and 
crops to at least double its former value, from 40 bawbees'to 3 
yopindales, and charged this whether or not there was evidence or 
complaint,, by virtue of an assize held by Thomas Boyne'and 'strangers'. 
This penalty was levied on all swine-owners in Unst, Fetlar and 
Dunrossness; Yell avoided it by payment in advance of 32 dollars cmony 
its 11 scattalds; in Tingwall only Erasmus of Watbuster and Laurence 
of Hammeraland kept swine, for which they had to pay a dollar between 
them. belting, Scatsta, &irra, Trondra, Quarff, Gulberwick and 
Bressay all killed their swine except for Nicol Johnston of Congasetter 
in Bressay, who had a cow taken and sold, though his pigs had done no 
damage. Swine-rooting was also considered as a charge under the 
Grandrie procedure - contrary to law. 
In the past a scattald (the equivalent of the Scottish commonty) 
paid 5 gudlings as a fine for 'breaking of nichtbourhei. d'. Bruce 
however compelled every man in the scattald to pay this sum. - He also 
awakened a case originally brought ten years before under Ola Sinclair 
of Havera, concerning'the theft of sheep, end fined each household 
5 gudlings, including heirs of come of the original parties, now 
deceased. He insisted on conducting the schownd (the inquiry for 
the purpose of dividing a deceased's estate) 'raised the charge for 
this from 6 shillings to I ox of the beat quality. He fined all, with- 
out respect of person or excuse, for non-compearance at the Lawting, 
188. 
instead of merely the major landowners, and increased the fine from 
the 2 dollars of Ola Sinclair's time to three dollars and a gudling. 
In addition to preventing the lawrightmen from carrying out 
their function in the measurement of victual, he compelled thew to 
give more than their due in fulfilment of one of their duties, that' 
of arranging transport for the laird and his servants. They and 
their parishioners were compelled to 'flit and Eure' more often than 
the customary three times a year, over far greater distances, and 
often without payment. The men of Tingwall complained that they had 
had to transport the laird, his servants and goods 'ferdar be , twelff 
myle of see, nor ever thai war Mount in uther Fowdis tyme to do'. In 
Walls and IIressay complaint was made that parishioners failing to 
turn up with horse or boat were heavily fined even if there was 
sufficient transport there for Bruce's purposes. 
Another familiar complaint was that of Bruce's abuse of what was 
probably an accepted right, that of local hospitality. He had 
arrived in Shetland with 15-16 men, and never travelled with less 
than a dozen, he made no payment for his or their bed and board and 
his reluctant hosts were compelled to make gifts to his master house- 
hold, cook and steward; the goodwife and her servants got no access 
to their cellar during Bruce's stay. In Northmavine he billetted 
at the house of Margaret Reid of Brough (a notable figure in the 
complaints against Robert); when he and his men had drunk all her 
beer he compelled the transfer to her house from the dwelling of 
Thomas of Kirkabuster of a half-barrel, of beer which the latter had 




Besides the main complaints, there remained a massive catalogue 
of individual dissatisfactions, which together occupy a considerable 
portion of the document. Several of these were relatively minor, 
though undoubtedly vexatious to those involved: Nicholas Paterson 
of Crossbister in Fetlar and his friends complained that Bruce had 
taken a large piece of driftwood from them and fined them without 
due process; several persons had been fined for transgressing` the 
act fixing the prices fop imported boats and timber; a case of 
30 years, -before, involving the mistaken marking of a lamb belonging 
to the vicar of Yell, was revived, and Henry Spence, whose servant 
had committed the error, was fined; Ola in Isleburgh was poinded 
for making oil from the liver of a basking shark, despite the fact 
that courts at Nesting had twice found him guiltless of any offence; 
Nicholas Paterson, seemingly a stout soul, had been warded and fined 
for stating to Henry Bruce that hei Bruce, cared more for 'ge`ar' than 
for his own soul. Nicholas of Culxevo and Garth of Ulsta complained 
that they had-been compelled to become joint underfouds of Yell for 
which they had to pay considerable sums. Nonetheless they had been 
prevented from exercising their office and refused the return of 
their fees. Edward of Odata, in Fetlar, had sought to avoid the 
office of foud altogether, but had had to pay Bruce an ox in comp- 
ensation to escape his anger. 
There were perhaps three more important complaints in this miscell- 
aneous group. Firstly the commons of Fetlar stated that they had been 
banned by law from inshore fishing in winter, their main livelihood 
while weather prevented them sailing deep-sea (why this had happened 
Was not disclosed), and 12 boats and crews had been fined five gudlings 
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each for breaking this ban. Secondly (in the most detailed and best 
attested single instance of, oppression in all the complaints against 
Bruce) Magnus Leslie of Aith in Bressay told of his eviction from his 
house with his wife, children and'servants by a party of Bruce's 
followers under Thomas Boyne. Leslie's wife had given birth only 8 
days previously. Boyne and his company - 15-16 soldiers - remained 
in Leslie's house for 9-10 daysi wasting his entire meat, drink, fish, 
flesh, butter and cheese, after which they stripped the house so 
thoroughly that Leslie was`'forced to borrow necessaries from neigh- 
bours (the description of all'the items removed constitutes the 
earliest detailed inventory of plenishings for either archipelago). 
To add insult to injury, Leslie was not permitted to return to his 
empty house until he had paid a 20 dollar fine, and was ejected from 
a three-year lease of a steading in Bressay which he had held 
(presumably through successive renewals) for the past 24 years. 
Thirdly, Arthur Sinclair of Aith spoke of an incident which, by its 
nature and in view of the other complaints which he made at the same 
time, indicated the culmination of a feud between him and Bruce. 
Sinclair had been on a trip to Scotland. When he returned, an ambush 
was laid for him by Bruce's men when he was on his way to Scalloway 
Banks. Ile was informed of this, the ambush was scotched, and he made 
his way instead to Whiteness. There followed that night a search of 
the Whiteness district by the laird's men during which the houses of 
William Sinclair of Strome and Magnus How-were investigated in a vain 
attempt to find Sinclair. Appended to this complaint was the testi- 
mony of 8 witnesses regarding various aspects of Sinclair'sZbtory. 
The indictment of Bruce and his administration concluded with a 
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number of 'particular' complaints. Of special interest was an apparent 
attempt by Bruce to drum up some support within Shetland in the face 
of the dangerous problems that were facing his half-brother and now 
himself. After his last departure from Shetland, Robert Yule, his 
court clerk, had toured the islands seeking signatories to a testi- 
monial whose tenor is not described, but which would seem to have been 
in Bruce's favour. Those who had signed this document were described 
as 'raid, rusticall, ignorant and barbar peple' largely unable to read 
and write, who had been persuaded to sign 'partlie be feir and 
minacing, partlie be ignorance'. They were easily persuaded to rescind 
their subscription. This was not the only evidence that Bruce had 
attempted to preserve his position during the previous year. In the 
reports of bismar abuses, Tingwall, Whiteness and Weisdale (though 
not Bressay) stated that Bruce in 1575 had halved the amount of extra 
weight he had been taking in the previous years from 30 merke per 
lispund (24 merke was the customary amount) to 27 merke. Of his 
exaction of oxen and sheep it was reported that 'the Laird layde 
doune this last yeir, feirand gift he continewit in it that he would 
be complenit upon'. Bressay, Dunrossness and others concurred that he 
had not continued this levy in 1576. It seems likely that Bruce had 
become anxious in view of the fact that many of the charges aimed at 
Robert though quite possibly countenanced by him, were in fact more 
Bruce's immediate responsibility. 
Finally, the whole commons of Shetland pleaded that in the light 
of their wrongs, of the length of time they had suffered without redress, 
their poverty and consequent inability to make the long journey to 
Edinburgh and its courts, they should have an act of parliament appoint- 
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ing commissioners to visit the islands every 4-5 years as need arose1 
with power to'. try and deprive if necessary all officers of whatever 
degree. This concluded a truly remarkable document, and an eloquent 
and convincing appeal against misrule, The Shetlanders had made 
what amounted to a desperate plea in defence of their way of life 
and sought the assistance of the government in Edinburgh in the 
preservation of it. It is unfortunate therefore that events in 
the capital were moving in a direction which would ensure that, beyond 
giving Bruce and his half-brother a fright and a temporary setback, 
the islanders' complaints would find little remedy. 
5. RODMT STEWAPT, EARL OP OR7 NEY 
One 
During 1577, as might be expected, Robert's fortunes were at a low ebb. 
In the last quarter of that year, an English memorandum on Scotland's 
nobility described him as being 'very poor and of no great judgment 
party or friendship'. 
1 On August 21 Walsingham, in a letter to Morton, 
spoke of the 'great and good report' of the procurator for the South- 
ampton merchants regarding the regent's 'honourable dealing' towards 
them; there was even mention of a commission by Morton compelling 
Robert to compear in Southampton to answer for his treatment of the 
merchants three years before. 
` This never came to anything, but on 
December 14 the case of Smith, Crook, Cartmyll, Demaresk and }Iolfurde 
was heard by the Scottish privy council. 
3 
It was continued until 15 
April next, with commission to Jerome Cheyne and Gilbert Foulsie'to 
examine those who might know the truth of the matter. 
Robert's 'poverty' at this time was presumably due, besides the 
weakness of his position in ward, to the demands Morton was making on 
him. There seems little doubt that Robert was making increasingly 
generous offers to the regent and to observers it must have seemed that 
liberty for Robert would come only with penury, if at all. The. 
Historie of James the Sext speaks of 'the Erle (sic) with perpetuall 
making of offers, and the Regentin delaying answeris to caus him cum 
1. CS! Scot, v, 252. 
2. Ibid., 236. 
3. PC, ii, 654-60. 
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heigher in pryce', and later states that 'the said Erle wald have 
gevin layrge compositions to Morton to have bene fred, and main nor 
all that, he offerit his eldest sone in pledge for his relief, to 
have been mareit to ane kynniswoman of Mortons, gratis, without any 
tocher; but nayne of thir tua offeris war acceptit at that tyme'. 
1 
Robert was, however, compelled to grant Morton an obligation for a 
sum in excess of 10,000 merks. 
2 
Yet this was very much the worst that Robert was to suffer; 
already in 1577 there were signs that the tide was beginning to turn 
in favour of his cause. Within days of the completion of Henderson 
and Moodie's hearings in Shetland, his half-brother Laurence Bruces 
the subject of the commissioners' damning investigations was appointed 
to the office of admiral depute of Orkney and Shetland. 
3 
On April 249 
William Henderson presented his and his fellow commissioner's findings4 
and six days later Bruce obliged himself to make just reckoning of his 
intromissions as foud and chamberlain; yet within a month he was in 
Shetland waters, arresting the English ship Marie Galland5 and committing 
further oppression upon Bartholomew Strang of Voesgarth and his wife. 
6 
In August, even at the time of the English report which pitched his 
fortunes so low, Robert was permitted to pass to ward in the more 
congenial surroundings of Linlithgow.? 
1. Historie of James the Sext, 182. 
2. RSS, viii, no. 297- 
3- IWC9 ii, 595- 
4. Ibid., 616-8. 
5. Ibid., 630- 
69 Ibid., 648-9. 
7. Ibid., 622. 
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Morton's position was becoming noticeably weaker; Robert had byt 
this. time found the ear of the young king Jades and was using his 
opportunities to full advantage. It was during the course of 1577" 
according to Sir James Melville, that Morton was apprised of, the 
dangers of his great unpopularity with those about the king. These, 
it was said, could not be bribed as their astute young master would be 
too quick to notice inconsistencies in their behaviour. Notable among 
the king's followers were James Stewart, son of Lord Ochiltree, and 
the Lord Robert. i 
On October 140 at Linlithgow, Robert resumed his Orkney dealings 
in a contract with Alexander Stewart of Scotstounhill. for the sale of 
the duties of Orkney and Shetland of crop 15'77,2 and on '30 January 
1578 he registered a bond stating that he . had been permitted to pass 
to Orkney and elsewhere, but undertaking to ward himself south of the 
South Esk at command. 
3 On February 7 Patrick Bellenden was induced to 
conclude the agreement which Robert had long sought. In a contract of 
that date, Robert undertook to 'mentene fortifie and defend' Patrick 
in the peaceful enjoyment of his lands as a good lord and master, 
while Bellenden agreed to 'friendlie serve' Robert under pain of a 
fine of 6000 merks. 
4 
Robert's progress back to freedom could not even be halted by 
the disclosure of further characteristic behaviour by Bruce in Shetland. 
1. Melville, Memoirs, 263-4. 
2. Reg. Deeds, 1st series), xvi, 327. 
3. RPC, ii, 669. 
4. Acts and Decreets, lxxi, 229. 
f 
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On 30 August 1577 Nicholas Salus and other owners of the English ship 
ALarie Galland complained that Bruce had wrongously introi'itted with 
the ship while she had been lawfully fishing in Shetland waters* On 
November 59 Bel. tholomew Strang of Voesgarth laid several charges 
before the council, namely that Bruce had compelled his wife to pay 
a duty called the bishop's umbois*2 which he held in tack '3 months 
before the correct term of payment while Strang was furtti of the realm, 
probably in Norway; that Bruce had stopped him from going to Norway 
the previous August; and that Bruce had compelled him to ferry him- 
self and 23 followers from Shetland to Dundee without payment. 
3 Bruce 
offered no defence on the charges regarding the umboisor'on the staying 
of Strang from going to Norway; he stated however that the trans- 
porting to Dundee had been willingly done. December 2 was set for the 
hearing of Strang's proof on the first charge and the following 
March 24 for Bruce's defences. However, of this casog as of that of 
the Southampton merchants, nothing further was heard. 
Though granted permission to return north at the beginning of 
15789 Robert did not re-appear there until nearly two years later, in 
November 1579.4 For the moment he remained in the capital, enjoying 
considerable prestige. on 12 March 1579 he was present, for the first 
time in fifteen yearaq at a tweeting of the lrivy council. 
5 This 
1.63o. 
2. Usually known as umboth duties - the name given to the bishop of 
Orkney's Shetland rev enues (7"die, Antiquities of Shetland, 17$-80). 
3, RPC,, ii, 648=9. 
4. REO, 145, no. lxvii. 
5. CI iii, 108. 
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meeting admittedly seems to have taken the form of a general convent- 
ion of nobles, but a fortnight or so later Robert was again present 
at what appears to have been a normal meeting of the council. 
i 
In 
the summer he was involved in litigation before the council when 
John Stewart, constable of the castle of Stirling, wes granted the.. 
escheat of Alexander Stewart of Scotstounhill' at the horn 
at. Mbr- 
ton's instance for non-payment-of 4000 merke which he'owed Robert, 
presumably in connection with the payment for Orkney and Shetland, 
produce. 
2 
In the autuen he returned to Orkney for about a year, remaining 
until some time before September 1580.3 He held court in November 
(All-hallow) in St Magnua, 
I* 
in January (Harmanstein)5 and February 
6? (Wappen n) in the Yards, and summoned a further court for Marc:. 
The surviving records of the first three courts concern a case between 
Henry Fraser and others and Magnus Sinclair in Skaill regarding land 
in Swartabreck and Hawell insToab, St Andrews. They are of no especial 
interest with regard to Robert's administration, though it is note- 
worthy that Magnus Sinclair's son John Married Mary Stewart, Robert's 
'brother dochter', and that assizes of January and February both had in 
their number a new face, Rany Elphinstone, presumably a relative, of 
Roberta through his mother, and a new follower. Details of the 
1. RPC, iii, 120a 
2. RSS, vii, no. 1988. 
3. CSP Scot, v, 512. 
4. REO, 1 5, no. lxvii. 
5. Ibid., 150, no. lxix. 
6. Ibid. 
7. Ibid., 153, no* lxx. 
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relationship between Mary and Robert Stewart are unknown, but one in 
tempted to wonder if the former was another daughter of Adam Stewart 
and a sister of Barbara, lady Halcro. On May 17 Magnus Sinclair 
resigned in Robert's hands his lands of Toab, St Andrews, and 
Brabster, Deerness, in favour of his son John'and in fulfilment of 
the marriage contract. 
i Earlier the same month Robert had granted 
Rany riphinstone a charter of land in Harmniger, Cairston. 
2 
There are few other references to Roberts brief return to his 
lands. On 6 January 1580 he was charged to apprehend one Captain 
Clerk, who had been committing piracies on subjects of the king of 
Denmark and was said to have taken refuge in Shetland. 
3 Some time in 
4 
February he received royal letters of undisclosed import. All this 
whiles too, the Henderson brothers, William and Cuthbert, had been 
consolidating their own affairs in the islands. About June 1578 
William had received land in Holland and Meile North Ronaldsay; 
5 
now 
in July 1580 his brother Cuthbert was presented to the vicarage 
pensionary of Rousay, on the translation of its previous incumbent to 
Evie. 
On September 15, probably now south again, Robert was granted the 
escheat of Archibald Balfour of Westray, at the horn at the instance 
of Nicol Tulloch, vicar of Westray and Papa Westray, for non-fulfilment 
1. OSR, 196, no. 72. 
2. RMS, v; no. "1178. 
3. RPC, We 255. 
4. TA, xiii, 254. 
5. Sher iff Thom Papers, SRO ref. GD. 1/212/27. 
6. RSS, vii, no. 2445. 
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of a contract. 
1= 
This marked the beginning of i'periöd"of-real iuccess 
`for Robert, punctuated by examples of increasing influence'and marks 
of'favour. On September 25, Sir Robert Homes wrote to his masters 
Burghley and Walsingham saying that Morton, seemingly'seeking to 
combat the fast-growing influence of Fame Stewart, earl of Lennox, had 
consulted Robert and summoned Robert's nephews Francis, earl of`Both- 
well in an attempt to raise Ia party in the house of Stewart'. 
2 This 
is an interesting and curious statement, since Lennox was of course a 
Stewart himselfl it may be that Morton was hoping to weaken Lennox's 
position by splitting the Stewart family asunder. However, if true, 
this would seem to have been a forlorn hope. Nothing further was 
heard- of it, and in any case Robert would seem to have~been too close 
to the young king to-contemplate any action that ran counter to the 
interests of the latter's favourite. Bowes wrote again'on October 7 
stating that it was Robert and others 'near about the king' that had 
furnished him with information regarding the kings marriage`plans. 
3 
Nine days later, with the earl of Glencairn and the master*of Mar, 'he 
was sworn a member of the privy council and was a fairly regulars°- 
attender during the next two months. 
4 
At a council meeting on December 
24 he was appointed keeper of the palace of Linlithgow. 
s 
''' 
Morton was arrested on December 31. Some days before, at a hunt- 
1. RSS, vii, no. 2517- 
2, CSP Scot, v, 512. 
3. Ibid., 522. 
4. Nov. 16 (ý W. 328); Nov. 19 (Ibid., 329); Nov. 26 (Ibid. 
333); ý"ý" 3 (Acts. Master of Mks., i, 310); Dec. 7'or before' 
, 
(Border Papers, 1,28)l CSScots v, 545); Dec. 14 (RPC, iii, 
335. 
5. . PC, iii, 337;, -RSS, 
vii, no. 2656. 
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ing party with the king, Robert and the coariendator of InchcolN in- 
forced the former regent (no doubt with pleasure) of his imminent 
apprehension. 
2 Whether out of bravado or disbelief, Morton made 
light of this. On 2 January 1581 he was warded in Edinburgh, and' 
Robert, notwithstanding the news he had borne in advance to the '. 
regent, was named as among Morton's chief antagonists. 
2 (This tale-- 
bearing - for such it seems - is reminiscent of Robert's alleged 
warning of Darnley as he lay at Kirk o' Field; on the other hand, 
tho fact that Morton had only recently sought Robert's help against 
Lennox suggests that Robert had not allowed his hostility to Morton 
to appear too overt). On January 11, it was reported that 'friend: 
of [his] principal enemies' - including Robert - would be in Edinburgh 
'to resolve for progress in the case against Mort6ml. 
3 
One week 
later Morten was removed from the castle and taken across central 
Scotland to Dumbarton accompanied by a"group of unfriends among 
whom Robert was prominent. When Morton protested that whereas he was 
willing to go wherever the the king should choose to send him, none- 
theless he wished to pass in safety, it was Robert (according to one 
report) who replied that he would be as safe as his own heart proms 
vided his own followers did not set upon the party. Whatever Morton's 
faults, the picture of Robert and his allies accompanying their 
humbled enemy on the long road from Edinburgh to Dumbarton is an 
unedifying one. 
4 
While Morton's star declined, Robert continued in the life of a 
1. CSP Scot, v, 569. 
2. Calderwood, Histol2. iii, 483- 
3. CSP Scot, v, 580. 
4. Moysie, Memoirs 29; Calderwood, hiss, iii, 484-5. 
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prominent courtier. He was again present at the jrivy Council on 
January 5 and 9.1 and he was an auditor of exchequer on the 7th. 
2 
On the 10th he had to appear before the council to produce his letters 
for the rendering of Linlithgow Palace in a case involving a former 
keeper, Capt. Andrew Lambie. 
3 He continued to attend council meetings 
regularly from then until his departure for the west. 
4 
on January 16 
his son Patrick was granted a charter of the priory of Whithorn, 
vacant on the death of Robert's brother, Robert secundus. 
5 Robert was 
now the last survivor of the sons of James V. 
By January 28 he had returned to Edinburgh, and subscribed the 
Negative Confession on that date. 
6 
Twelve days later it was reported 
in correspondence that the king was to travel from Edinburgh to Lin- 
lithgow in Robert's custody, though the writer, Thomas Randolph, 
stated in a postscript that the king had changed hilSSind; the reasons 
for the alteration were said to be either the circulation of rumours 
that James might be making for Dumbarton to see Morton, or because of 
'speeches of Lady Robert [Stewart]'s kind entertainment of D'Aubigny'. 
7 
This last comment is quite obscure, but at least shows the continu- 
ation of Robert's Mendship with the king and those about him. On 
February 22 Robert was present at a convention of nobles in the capital8 
I- Br-'C, iii, 339,340. 
2. Mg xxi, 120. 
3. RiC, iii, 341. 
4. Jan. 12 (RP-C-, iii, 342); 13 (Ibid., 344); 14 (Ibid., 348); 17 
(Ibid. ) 
5. RMS, v, no. 314. 
6. BUK, ii, 515-8'- 
7. CSP Scott v, 629. 
B. Ibid., 640. 
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and again at a council meeting on March i. 
1 
On February 18 he had 
been appointed keeper of Blackness Castle, 
2 
and on March l& ho was 
again involved in action before the council when he sued Malcolm 
Douglas of Mains for the return of 'the great inne yett of the dungeoun' 
of Blackness Castle 'with the hingand lok and slotis of the same' 
and other items. 
3 
After some dispute the case was found for Robert on 
March 9. 
' 
Morton remained in Dumbarton until May 20 when he was taken back 
to Edinburgh. During his trial, which took place on June 19 Robert 
was given a passing mention in connection with the major charge against 
the former regent - the rather curious one of responsibility for the 
death of King Henry fifteen years before - 'and [Mortorilbeing accussit 
be the ministeril of the cryme, and quhatt knawledge he had thairin, 
he declairitt that W Archibald Douglas reweillit the same to him, 
the quhilk he Wald reveill to the king; bot suing that Lord Robertt 
had gottin ane reward, he durst nocht reweill the same, and this wes 
all that he knew in that tcirne'. 
5 
Robert's 'reward' had been that 
Darnley had told the queen about the plot against his person 'which 
had near hand cost him [Robert] his lit. '. 
6 
Horton was executed the 
following day. 
The great improvement in Robert's fortunes also benefitecA. his 
i 
1. RPC, iii, 361. 
2. RSS, viii, no. 91. 
3" RPC, iii, 363. 
4. ? mod:, 366. 
5. Chronicles of the Kings of Scotland, 135- 
6. Hunsdon to Walsingham, . 15 1 CSP Scot, vi, 27-8). 
k- 
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family and servants. On 2 June 1531 Mary Stewart, Robert's eldest 
daughter, was granted the escheat of 10,000 morksl being the remainder 
of a larger sum for which her father had been compelled to grant the 
late regent a bond. 
1 
The previous February one William Elphinstone 
had been appointed a 'sehr' (honorary server at banquets) to the 
king; 2 he was not designated, but the fact that his fee was to be 
drawn from the surplus of Orkney-teinds, and that on June 29 he was 
granted the escheat of the fruits of the subdeaconry of Orkney, 
3 both 
suggest; that he may well have been ]Robert's relative and'servant of 
that name.. Thomas Boyne, Bruce of Cultmalindie's sinister follower, 
was the subject of two rather puzzling references in the register of 
the privy seal; in one he was granted the escheat of his own goods, 
forfeit for not finding surety to underlie the law for the slaughter 
of Marc bondroum in Shetland, 
4 
and this naturally sounds as though he 
was 'benefitting: from his master's new-found favour. However a sub- 
sequent entry close by in the register grants his escheat to his son, 
Adam Boyne, for non-compearance in connection with the death of Patrick 
Windram, whose slaughter had been noted in both the Orkney and the 
Shetland complaints. 
5 
on 28 August, Robert finally realised his ambition; he was created 
earl of Orkney, lord of Shetland, 'knicht of Birsay' at Holyrood. 
6 
Two months later his heritable infeftment of 16 years before was con- 
firmed? and a month after that parliament approved its elevation into 
1. RSS, viii, no. -297. 
2. Ibid., 88. 
3. Ibid., 373- 
4* Ibid., 37- 
5- Ibid., 1. 
6. Moysie, Memoirs, 34. 
7. RMS, v, no. 263. 
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an earldom and lordship= his judicial powers were strengthened by the 
addition of the justiciary jurisdiction which he had so recently been 
accused-of usurping. The only provision whose terms sounded in any way 
like a reference to what had gone before was the specific reservation 
to the crown of the 'grite customes of gudis and merchandice transportit 
furth of this realme'. 
1 
Three weeks later, on December 5* he received 
a charter of the island of Cava. 
2 This island was, and remains, a poor, 
intermittently inhabited hummock among the South Isles of Orkney; it 
had formerly pertained to the Black Friars of Inverness, and it seems 
likely that Robert's only interest in it can have been that it had of 
recent years been granted to William Halcro of Aikers, 
3 
a fotner support- 
er of the late Magnus Halcro of Brough and a man whom Robert had had 
no reason to love. Whether for this reason or another, William lialcro 
was soon brought into a previously unwonted obedience to the undisputed 
superior and earl of Orkney. 
Two 
At the turn of the year 1582 Robert returned to his earldom. On 
March 4 he is found writing from Kirkwall the first of a number of 
extant letters to Sir Patrick Waüs of ßarnbarroch. 
4 
This noted coun- 
cillor and courtier first appears in the records of Robert Stewart's 
U, APS, His 254-6. 
2. RMS, v, no. 309. 
3.24 March 1576, (RSS, vii, no. 530). 
4. t3arnbarroch Correspondence, 238. 
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life on 30 January 1578, when he stood caution for Robert at the time 
of his liberation from Linlithgow. 
i 
He was Robert's brother-in-law, 
being married to Jean Kennedy's sister Katherine, and his relationship 
with Robert during the last decade or so of tthen latter's life is 
reminiscent of that formerly enjoyed by Bellenden of Auchnoull. Ile 
had'been appointed administrator of the priory of Whithorn during the 
minority of the commendator, Robert's son Patrick, and he appears to 
have acted as Patrick's guardian; 
l it was on the subject of Patrick's 
education that'the two men exchanged letters at this time. 
Aside from this correspondence, with its details of Robert's 
family circumstances (amplified by later letters), evidence regarding 
Robert's first year back in Orkney is meagre - in the same way that 
there are few details regarding Robert's years in Orkney and Shetland 
following the excambion of 1568. There is in fact only one direct 
reference to his activities for about eighteen months after his letter 
to Barnbarroch. 
There are however a number of general allusions to his political 
attitudes. These are contradictory. An English memorandum of Sept- 
ember 1582 pronounced him neutral in his'attitude to the duke of 
Lennox, 
4 
whereas a letter from M. Castelnau to his master the king 
of France placed him with Lennox's party. 
5 John Colvile, in writing 
1. RPC, He 669-70. 
2. Rss, viii, no. 713. 
3. Barnbarroch Correspondence, 373- 
4. CSP scot, vi, 159. 
5. Papiers d'Etat, He 499. 
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to Walsingham, felt Robert to be among those favouring the English,! 
but perhaps the unknown author of An opinion of the present state, 
faction, religion and power'of the nobility of Scotland came closest 
to the mark. He speaks of Robert's background, power and wealth and 
describes him as 'a man dissolute in lyef; lyttle sure to any. faction; 
of small zeale in religion'? It had been ,a decade and a half since 
any observer had been recorded as attempting to delineate Robert's 
character no directly but it seems that little had changed. 
A single reference suggests that Robert was in Edinburgh at the 
end of 1582; on December 8 he subscribed the precept for the removal 
of Horton's head from the tolbooth there. 
3 The supposition that he 
was in the capital is perhaps corroborated by the interest taken in 
his opinions by diplomatic observers, which suggests that he was to 
some degree politically active= he was not however present at council 
meetings or at any other known political gatherings, and his movements 
are again mysterious until he reappears in the north on 11 September 
1503. 
On that date, sitting in Dirsay, he discharged any judge other 
than himself from hearing a case between William Irving and Magnus Paplay 
I* 
concerning their yards in the burgh of Kirkwall. In December William 
Irving (of Sabay) again figured in Robert's courts; he had been 
escheated by decreet of a justiciary court held in Linksness for 
1.16 Mar. 1533,, (CSP Scot vi, -333") 
2.13annatyne Club Misc.,, i, 56. 
3. Records of the Burgh of Edinburgh, 1573-89,262. 
4. Irving of Midbrake Papers, SRO microf. ref. 11II. 6/35/388/41" 
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. harbouring John Aitken, a notorious outlaw of long standing. 
He 
pleaded his relationship to Aitken by marriage as extenuation for, his 
action and sought mercy on the grounds of his poverty. 
1 
Robert remitted 
his escheat in consideration of his 'good and thankful service'. The 
following month - January 1584 - Irving acted as procurator for Robert- 
in an action before the earl's deputes. 
2 
Robert's opponents in this 
case were William Irving's own brothers, Magnus, Gilbert and Edward. 
They were charged by a summons at William's instance to 'wartend extend 
and renew the charteris evidentis and utheris wraittis', granted by 
them to the earl in 1581, of the lands of Twinness, )lessigar, the 
Garth and Carabreck. 
3 
Before Robert's own appointed-justices - John 
Dishington, John Caverton, Patrick Menteith and David Scollay - they 
stated in answer to query that they had made. their former grant 
willingly and uncompelled, and they were ordained to 'warrand, acquit 
and defend' Robert in the lands in all time coming. Since the exist- 
ence of this case at all suggests that the Irving brothers were un- 
willing to furnish Robert with titles to the land (thus implying that 
they had not readily granted it) these were strange proceedings. It 
seems certain that Magnus, Gilbert and Edward Irving were unable to 
pursue theircase in a court so strongly controlled by the earl. 
Magnus and Gilbert were to make strong representations to the king three 
years later regarding Robert's behaviour towards them, 
4 
but their 
brother William, Robert's creature, was granted these lands5 from 
1. Irvine of rlidbrake Papers, SRO microf. ref. Rä. 4/35/388/32" 
2. REO, 155, no. lxxi. 
30 Ibid.; this was not the only land granted to Robert by the_ 
Irvings - Magnus and Gilbert Irving had granted him land in Sabay 
in which he was infeft 9 Sept. 1581 (R DO, 303, no. clxxxvi). 
4" t osýri ions, 95-8. 
5. Cloweton,,. History of Orkney, 303. 
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which they were unable to evict him until 1594, after Robert's death. 
1 
William was in addition strengthened in his tenure of the lands of 
Sabay by a court of perambulation which Confirmed certain rights to 
peat-cutting and seaweed which he had taken upon himself. 
2 
Of an 
assize of 23 men, only eight were named in the decree, a group whose 
names read like a list of Robert's men; in addition to Dishington, 
Scollay and Caverton, there were William Gordon of Cairston, Laurence 
Bruce of Cultmalindie, William Halcro of Aikers (of whom more later) 
and making his first appearance in the records, Robert's own natural 
son, James Stewart of Graemsay. 
The proceedings against the Irvings were only the beginning of 
what appears to have been a concerted campaign against the udal pro- 
prietors of Orkney, in which the process of escheating or otherwise 
wresting land from its owners and granting it to a relative of those 
owners seems to have been a point of policy. In March 1584 Magnus 
Sinclair of Toab (the 'Magnus Sinclair of Skaill' previously noted)' 
was escheated for 'succeeding in his fatheris vyce for steiling and 
grippind (sic) the kingis landis and for with balding of certane 
outbrakis brolcin Furth upoun the kingis balk'. 
3 
His lands in 
Brabister, Havell and Swarthbreck were granted to his daughter-in-law 
Mary, Robert's 'cousing'. Another and highly significant instance, 
where a member of an udal family stood to gain from the oppression of 
the rest, concerns the iiaicros. Robert and his chamberlain, John 
1. REO, 157n. 
2. Ibid., 157, no. lxxii. 
3. Ibid., 304, no. clxxxvii. 
See p. 197. 
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Dishington, obtained letters against Janet and Katherine falcro, 
nieces of Magnus Italcro of Brough, and Henry Halcro of that Ilk, his 
nephew, for arrears of landmails owed by the late Magnus. 
1 These 
arrears had previously been sought from Margaret Sinclair. Magnus's 
relict, but attention had been transferred to his heirs and it was 
intended to apprise the lands of Brough. Representations were made 
by Reny Elphinstone and Roland Hamilton, the women's husbands, and by 
William Halcro of Aiker"s, regarding their rights in the said lands. 
Judgment was found for the earl by on assize which` quite improperly, 
had Halcro of Aikers, an interested party, as its chancellor. 
2 He, 
previously a follower of Magnus llalcro and opponent of Robert, had 
now seemingly changed his allegiance, and his right to part of the 
lands of Brough was, not surprisingly, guaranteed; from the year 
1584 onwards he was to appear in occasional service to Robert. 
This case marked the complete submergence of the iialcros of 
Iirough, and it is interesting that Robert's aim of acquiring their 
lands seems to have overridden all other considerations. One might 
have expected Rany Elphinstone, for example, to have received better 
treatment, or Henry lialcro, whose wife was Robert's niece; however, 
although the account of the case states that the apprised lands of 
Brough were offered back to their former owners in exchange for the 
sums for which they were apprised, they were not present in court 
and the lands became Robert's personal property. 
1. BM, 16o, no. lxxiii. 
2, Storer Clouston also suspects that this assize consisted in some 
measure of Robert's own servants - fEO, 164-5n. 
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1581i'weis, ''in Storer Clouston's word, Robert's $vintage$, -year for 
oppression of Orkney landowners, but 1585'saw-further similar cases. 
On 19`January Robert granted a charter to Jerome`Tulloch, subchanter 
of Orkney, of land in Quholm, Dowbreck and Garson in the parish of 
Stronmess, confiscated `for criminal causes' done by-Oliver Sinclair, 
heir to Alexander, last possessor of the lands. 
1 
On February 210 land 
in Stromness pertaining to the heirs-of James and Henry Halcro was 
apprised for unknown reasons. 
2_ 
Nor'were these the only moves against 
the Orkney landed; 'the re-grants to üdallers of previously confis- 
cated land by Robert in September 1587,3 and the complaints of Magnus, 
and Gilbert Irving in December the same year point to considerable 
further'-oppression. Gilbert complained ofejection-frorr 9d land in 
Deerness and Holm, including Deldale, Drecks, Midhouse, Hurtiso and 
Occlester, and both rehearsed the familiar charges of removal of, goods, 
compelling transport without payment, closing of ferries to prevent the 
carrying south of complaints, and the stripping of plenishings from 
the houses of successful-escapees from the islands. - 
However, besides the evidence that both these latter documents 
yield regarding ßobert's overbearing attitude to the independent land- 
holders of the north, both are at the same time signs that by 1587 
there' had occurred yet another down-turn in Robert's career, stein*ning 
again from changes at court (though this was the first-time for several 
years that court affairs had affected Robert, or seemingly compelled hic 
I. RIO, . 305-6, no, clxxxviü. 2. Ibid., 165, no. lxxiv. 
3. ' Ibid., 311, no, cxciii and n,; Orkney and Shetland Papers,, SRO ref. 
mh 9/15/7 
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to take notice of them). as well as a revised opinion of his uncle 
on the part of the young king. The first sign of this came-on. 
30 August 1586 when ? 1. Courcelles, the French ambassador, wrote to 
his countryman M. d'Aisneval following a long conversation with one 
of Robert's servants. 
l Courcelles had been told that. 3-4-weeks 
before, a group of Englishmen had descended upon the island of 
'Chetland in 0rkenay' and carried away goods to the value of 
£30,000 Scots. Robert's man was indignant that despite this, and 
despite his allegation that the English had spoken slightingly of 
the king - calling him 'Jaquet', their pensioner - he had been unable 
to get. satisfaction from the council. The latter had sent him away, 
telling him to 'inform himself particularly of those who had cols- 
fitted the disorder', and stating that the country's policy towards 
England could not be disturbed for the single reason, of the ill- 
usage of his muster. --, _` , 
In view of this evasive and unsatisfactory reply, it was the, 
intention of Robert's representative to repeat his complaint to the 
king in person. Covrcelles was of the opinion, however, that he 
was unlikely to receive any greater satisfaction from King James 
than he had previously had from the council, since it was said that 
the king 'does not much like the... Earl of Orkney, saying that he 
only serves, his own ends'. There were no doubt several reasons for 
the king's opinion. Robert's untrustworthiness had already been 
summed up in the English description 'lyttle sure to any faction'. 
to Unnamed; the best candidates are probably John Caverton or 
John Dishington, but it is not possible to be certaing(CSP Scot 
viii, 638-9). 
. _`F 4 Wit:: 
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He was described by an English memorandum as a 'malcontent' (though to 
be fair so also was the greater part of the Scottish nobility). His 
own behaviour towards the English was not exemplary and showed that 
he was still engaged in some of the activities which had been'held 
against him in 1575. It was complained that on 14 March 1585 the 
John of Hull had been spoiled by Mounce Henson, a Dane, and 'one 
Knightson, a Scottishman'. The ship was then taken to Orkney and 
kept there by Robert. The ship, worth £140, was ultimately restored 
to its owners, but the cargo, worth £2420, was retained. 
i The name 
ICflightson is one which will be encountered again. In view of this 
incident, it is hardly likely that the king would look favourably on 
Robert's requests for recompense or for at least the tactful ignoring 
of reprisals. Nor would his opinion have been rendered happier by 
Courcelles's impression that the earl intended to proceed with revenge 
on the English regardless of the answers he might receive from the 
authorities in Edinburgh. Moreover, at this time the king was in- 
volved in delicate matters in which the ambiguous constitutional pos- 
it ion of Orkney and Shetland loomed larger than he would have liked. 
Negotiations had begun with Denmark in 1585 for James's marriage 
with the princess Anne, and continued throughout this periods though 
they did not bear fruit until 1589, when the parallel negotiations 
on a French marriage were abandoned, 
2 From the outset, the Ines had 
mounted their biggest diplomatic initiative on the subject of Orkney 
to ! Spoils committed by the Scots upon the IIhglish since 1581', 
(CSP Scot, ix, 516). 
2. Willson, Jams vi and i, 85-7. 
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and Shetland for many years. Danish ambassadors wer® sent in June 
1585, accompanied by Nicholas Theophilus, a doctor of lava, vho' 
treated the king to a trenchant discourse on the-whole question. 
i 
This seemingly academic Danish approach may have been' calculated to 
be of special appeal to James, and it certainly must have caused 
the king to consider critically the whole question of arrangements 
in the'Northern Isles. In 1586, James's old tutor, Peter Young, 
was sent to Denmark, and seems to have satisfied the Danish king 
on various points, but Courcelles stated that the Danish king pre-_ 
tended 'yf he match not one of his daughteres with the Scottishe':. 
kinge, to retire the Orcadea'. 
2 Six months later Courcelles wrote 
to his king saying that the seeking of favour with the king'of 
Denmark was as much concerned with holding on to Orkney'and Shetland 
as with marriage. 
' 
Robert, curiously enough, was reported by 
Courcelles to have rendered some assistance in Tow g'a voyage to 
Denmark, since he was granted 2000 crowns-in connection with it, 
but, significantly, the king had made it known that-he had not 
wanted this gift to be made and stated that it was dare as a 
$charityof thesecretary'. 
4 
In 1587, there began a full-scale attempt to deprive Robert of 
his lands. The chief instigators were John Maitland of Thirlestane, 
the chancellor, and Sir Levis Bellenden of Auchnoull, justice clerk 
and son of the late Sir John. Maurice Lee gives as the immediate 
1. Goudie, Antiquities of Shetland, 220-1. 
2. Courcelles's Negotiations in Scotland, g. 
3. Ibid., 57-8- 
4. c scot, viii, 639. 
214. 
reason for their campaign Robert's oppressive rule in the islands, 
l 
but again, as in the case of Morton's prosecution of the previous 
decade, the motives of Robert's opponents were not unmixed. The 
king's standpoint has been noted, and we may perhaps date from this 
time a desire to see the Stewart earldom and lordship in the north 
abolished once and for all, regardless of the character of the earl 
himself. Also, as Lee in fact points out, Bellenden was far more 
active in the affair than Maitland, who seems simply to have lent 
moral support (he. was the secretary who had rewarded Roberts and 
since he preferred the French marriage to the Danish$2 was presumably 
lukewarm, at least at this time, to the whole Danish adventure)..,..,, 
Bellenden's motives, as one might perhaps have expected, were not 
wholly pure. On 20 April 1587 he wrote to Archibald Douglas, the 
Scottish ambassador to Flugland, concerning a tack of the subdea- 
of Orkney which the latter had apparently granted to Bellenden's 
uncle, Sir Patrick Bellenden, during the king'a, minority. Sir 
Patrick had been 'secluded altogether' from this tack, and had 
sustained 'such damage as the whole of the benefice. might be worth'; 
his nephew therefore hoped that Douglas would subscribe and seal a 
new tack to Sir Patrick. 
3 
This question of the subdeaanery-s, was indeed 
one of the long-standing causes of enmity between Robert and Patrick 
Hellenden, being touched on, albeit obscurely, in Robert and William 
Henderson's first letters from Orkney in 1567-8. In addition, Sir 
Lewis himself may have had personal interest in the islands; as 
to Lee, John Maitland of T'hirlestan., 160 
2. Willson, James VI and Iý $. 
3. Salisbury 
, 
HMC . iii. 247. 
4. See p, 1ä1 . 
215, 
early as 10 June 1569 Robert had expressed fear at the possibility 
that Sir John Bellenden had infeft his son in the lands of Birsay. 
l 
Notwithstanding the king's opinion and the moves by Bellenden, 
Robert appears to have come south in the spring or early summer of 
1587 with every confidence. On July 17 he was one of the nobles 
who bore the honours to parliament. Sixteen days later, however, 
a 
his troubles began; the question of presentations, already raised 
in the complaints of 1575, was explored in a parliamentary statement 
'anent the benefices presentit be the erle of Orkney0. Robert wras 
stated to have taken upon himself to dispone the provostry, chancel- 
lory, archdeak--onry, chantory and other benefici's as a result of a 
general clause in his infeftment concerning patronage. Despite the 
fact that a privy seal confirmation'in 1581 of a gift by Robert to' 
Thomas Gtinn of the stallary of the Orkney treasurership had described 
him as 'undoutit'patroun of the kirkis, chaiplenreis and'benefices 
fot'ndit and. erectit within" the king's and bishop's lands Of 
Orkney' it wäs decided that the earl had not and never had had any' 
right of patronage over the benefices. 
4 
This was just the beginning, 
however; on August 15, 'in an attempt to wrest his whole possessions 
from him, the lands of the earldom of Orkney and lordship, of Shetland 
were granted to Bellenden and Maitland. 
5 
Within a month, an 4 September, Robert already seemed to be 
i. Roxburghe Muniments, see app. 7, no. 12. 
2. CSP Scot, ix, { 452. 
3. Rss, vii, no. 155. 
4.. &PS9, iii, 489. 
5. gis, v, no. 1354. 
216. 
making some amends for his past activities in search of support in 
the islands. On that data several grantswere made to 'gentlemen", 
udallers' of 'uthall landing quoylandis, and utheris heritages as 
wes evictit fra theme be his Lordships courtis of perambulationis 
and ogangis [inspections of boundaries] haldin thereupoun', 
_subject 
only to a check by commissioners (including Halcro, Dishington,; - 
Bruce and Groat of Tankerness - practically a list of the members. of 
some of the original perambulations) that the udal marches were not 
set to the detriment of king's or bishop's land. Three such re- , 
grants survives to James and John Germiston, of land. in Germiston, 
Stennesssi to James Corrigall elder and younger, of land in Corston, ' 
Karray; 2 and to Magnus Beg, Alexander Sutherland, Magnus and Thomas 
Davidson, of lands unspecified. 
3 
Storer Clouston interpreted these 
documents an evidence illustrating 'very clearly Robert Stewart's 
policy of converting the free and independent odallers into vassals 
holding their land in return for "dutiful and true service"' :* 
However, these grants, all of the same date, in exactly the same 
terms and all extracted from sheriff and regality court book of 
Orkney, are unique. There is no other surviving evidence of udal, 
land regranted in this way. All of the other escheats of which we 
have knowledge were disponed either to a relative of the previous 
owners 
4 
or to someone with no previous traceable connections with 
the property at all. 
5 
And if we look for a reason for this 
1, REO, 311, no* cxciii. 
2. Storer Clouston Papers, Orkney Archive ref. D. 239 no. 159. 
3. Morton Papers, SRO ref. GD. 130/1650. 
4. See e. g. 1-3.4.74.6SR, 1930 no. 70)1 20.1.92 (Scarth of 
Dreckness Muniments, SRO ref. GD. 217/567). 
5. See e. g., 6.74 (OSR, 1959 no. 71); 20.8.91 (Craven Bequest, SRO 
ref. GD. 106/81). 
;ý aEO, 3f3. 
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exceptional proceeding%, it eeema, mor¢.; than, coincidence: to: tindithat" 
Robert was. in trouble at the, time, and'that there. aro, no, further. ex- 
amples of differing date to back,, uprthe: view:, that'theselpapers 
illustrate a general policy. , It ie: truethat: the day after these. 
documents were. drawn; ups September. 50 William Irving, of,: Sabay 
again receiving,. favour; from: Robert - was infeftt. in landin Grotsetter, 
St Ola, evicted from , its , 
formen owners by . decreet'. of ýperaabulationt : l-, 
the precept 
_ 
emanating ; from gruca . and, 
Patrick, Menteith; q- w however: the ,. 
instrument followed-ona charter, byy. Robert,. (undated, =as seems. very,,. ý: t; " 
common in Orkney), which was probably dated; before.,. the earl! $, troubles 
began. 
1 
These grants to, the udaliers, are; the. iirst evidence of Robert's 
whereabouts after his departure south in July, but the inference would 




rapidly to Orkney, making plans, to, resist the threats to, hisýpower. In 
the face of these he sought, and; founds, one, particularlyfpuiasant 
ally - his own nephew, Francis, Stewartw: earl; of: Bothwell. . 0nSeptember 
22, the English, diplomat Robert; Carvill; stated that. Maitlend_andAy , 
Bellenden were preparing three ships, at; Leith; under. the; overall; ,, 
command of Patrick Bellenden who, had undertaken to Ifetch! <Robert. ý 
- from his dominions.,, Robert, in hi turn had sent money to Bothwell to 
provide him with three ships, which were at ;, that, aoment , 
being , Pitted s,, 
out at Dundee with the, intention; ofsending, thew; porth well-manned; -,,, 
1. Miscellaneous [Orkney] Papersy, Orkney Archive ref. D. 8/3/1, ß 
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and appointed 'under color of wafting the fishermen from pyrates'. 
1 
On the same date Richard Douglas wrote to his relative, the ambassador 
Archibald Douglas, noting the rift which was now developing between 
Bothwell and Maitland over the latter's part in the moves against 
Roberto 2 Robert in addition sought support in other quarters. He 
wrote on 12 October to Barnbarroch regarding the 'hasert and danger 
I stand into be the procedingis'usit aganis me in this last parlia- 
ment'. He understood that 'sindrie undir cullorit freindschipe and 
bluide intend it forder to truble and unquiet myne estait', and there- 
fore sought Waus's help in making 'appoyntment'. with the chancellor 
and justice clerk, an arrangement which the mister of Caithness was 
apparently trying to prevent. He had also sought'the assistance of 
his own son-in-law, Lord Lindores, husband of his daughter Jean. 
3 
On December 16 a royal commission to try Robert, 'last eile of 
Orknay', was granted to the chancellor, the justice clerk and to 
Sir Patrick Bellenden, 'directed in the first instance' to the 
former-two, 
4 
This was stated to be in response to the complaint by 
Magnus and Gilbert Irving mentioned earlier. Robert, it aas stated, 
in addition to wresting large tracts of land from these two, had 
stripped-and demolished 18 houses, carrying away goods to the value of 
400 merle; he had removed (12 years before)-eight barrels of'oil from 
Gilbert Irvine's house worth £13.16.8d each and he owed Gilbert £150 
for the freight of 1000 deals brought by him to Orkney from Norway. 
1. CSC, ix, '485.. 6. 
, 2. Salisbury p rs, (HIC), iii, 282. 
3, Barnbarroch Corre dance, 410. 
. 6. Oppressions, 95.8. 
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Gilbert, in the face of refusal of redress and the stopping of the 
ferries, had been compelled to brave the perils of the Pentland 
Firth in December in a small fishing boat in order to make represent- 
ations in the south; on his departure Robert had taken all his 
plenishings, goods, corn and cattle and put his children to beggary. 
Charged with his father to find caution and surety was Robert's 
illegitimate son (possibly his favourite of all his sons) James 
Stewart of Graemsay. 
It was possibly at this time too, that, by whatever means, the 
king's attention was drawn to a supposedly treasonable inscription 
which Robert had had placed on a wall of his palace. Robertus 
Steuartus filius naturalia Jacobi Sti Rex Scottorum hoc aedificium 
insýtýI the text ran; while its literal meaning does suggest 
that Robert might just possibly have thought of himself as king of 
Scots, this seems rather far-fetched and it appears more likely 
that its form can be attributed to bad Latin. However, according 
to Brand, the king was displeased, and it seems reasonable to 
suppose that Robert's botched inscription and its possible meaning 
was simply one more cause of irritation to his nephew (whom one 
might have expected to have little sympathy with botched Latin at 
any time). This irritation perhaps made him the more willing to 
pursue an, active policy against Robert through Maitland and 
Bellenden. 
In his endeavours to seek allies, Robert was compelled to adopt 
a more and more overtly political stance - namely to side with the 
1. Brand, A Brief Description of Orkney, 7etland, etc., 31. 
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Chancellor's opponents, the pro-Spanish faction at court. In 
November 1586 he had been stated to be neutral on the question, of 
whether Scotland should support England or France and to have been 
'neutral in religion and parts before'. A month later Don''' 
Bernardino do Mendoza, the Spanish ambassador, numbered him among 
thos friendly to his country. 
2 Now he was forced into open 
alliance with' leading'pro-Spaniards. His buying of help from Dothwell 
was followed on 30 December 1587 by his subscribing, in Kirkwall, of 
a bond of friendship with the earl of Hunt 1y3 in which he pledged 
himself to''mentein, fortefie and assist' Huntly and his house 
against all opponents except the king. 
At the same time, there: is evidence regarding Patrick, Robert's 
son-'by now 'inagter of Orkney on the mysterious death of his elder 
brother Henry - i+hich`suggests that the earl was not the only member 
of his family to suffer from the antagonism of Maitland and Bellenden, 
and that that'antagonismr(as far as Bellenden was concerned'ät least).. 
r+ 
sprang from motives more'personal than the desire to right the"'wrongs 
of Orcadian landholders. Patrick Stewart*e servant, Andrew Martin, 
wrote to an unknown addressee (probably Barnbarrocb) on 11 September 
1587 stating that Lord Fleming had, through the agency of Maitland 
as secretary, obtained an'act of re-possession of the priory of 
Whithorn with which he now intended to introiiit. Martin sought his 
4 
addressee's good offices in the matter. There had indeed been a long- 
i. CSC, lx,. 169. 
2. Papiers d' Etat -iii 524-5" 
3. Gordon Castle Muniments, SRO ref., GD. 44/13/7/30. 
4. Bsrný h Correspondence, 405. 
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standing dispute regarding possession of the priory of Whithorn, 
1 
but Martin understood that Fleming's father's title, upon which; 
his son's claim was based, had been declared null by the lords and 
the last possessor, Patrick's uncle, Robert secundus, had been 
declared to have full title. 
Patrick was thought by Martin to be returning to Orkney about. 
Michaelmas (September 29) 'to remane at harne for keipinge, the 
cuntriet. On December. 12, however, he was in Edinburgh, writing to 
his foster-father ßarnbarroch. 2 In view of the fact that. Nlaitland, 
and Bellenden's persecution of Robert Stewart extended to his son 
and his lands at the opposite end of Scotland from the earldom of 
Orkneyq it is scarcely any wonder that Patrick spoke of the 
chancellor and the justice clerk pursuing his father's life 'to the, 
uter exterminacioune of our raice; and that but regaird to ny bluld, 
my rycht, my freindschip and null offence committit be me athir 
aganis his maiestie or [the justice clerk]*. In view of this 'manl- 
fest and ineaspectit wrang' (for which he blamed Bellenden without 
mention of Maitland) and in view of the reported preparations for_, 
sending a military force to Orkney, he therefore sought Barnbarroch's 
advice as a 'speciall' friend regarding which course he ought to 
follow 'as I have done the lyk to all my honourabill friendis'., He 
looked for an answer as he perceived 'they intend no delay in thair 
entirprise'. 
to G. Donaldson, 'The Bishops and Priors of Whithorn', TDGNHAS, 
xxvii (1948-9)" 147- 
2. Barnberroch Correspondence, 411. 
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At first, sight. his: perception, vould. seem-to have . been; correct. 
Richard, Douglas. seeking a letter froe the justice clerk which he 
wished ý to despatch to Archibald Douglas, .. waited . in wain . for-, three.. " 
daysq, Bellenden. being inconminicado. 'for he, is, so busily occupied with 
sending, away, men_to, Crkney with, his uncle that, rhe. cannot.. get, 
time. as 
yet to; write'" , 
In, the, meantime -the. comptroller,! 
s -account 
$krtinmas. 1587., andiWhitsunday,, 1588 contained Sull details of . 
feu 
_,., ý 
duties, grassum and . Ientres. silver!,:, for. Orkney and Shetland in, the 
name of. Maitland. and, Bellenden. i ,. 
However$Zeven.. at thisýjuricture,;, 
%ten Robert seemedjin the greatest danger, fone; observer at. leäst; saw 
the beginning of opposition to the, royal officials!; plans.,, ' A letter 
to Walsingham of., i' January: 1588 9 author unlmown, _ related.. the, 
'plan ..,, 
for. the expedition, under. Patric1:: 13ellenden but,, noted ! tho. Chojicellar 
and the Justice Clark rules all still-as. theyplease,, but: sudden will 
be-; their,. fallyin, my. opinion, for theyyarun; aýcourse even now. 
rwill. 
help 







a., farther matter if they prevail s for the King 
is very well minded they should have the sarie'. 
3 
Though a trifle 
obscure; this , 
last; sentence, sugests. that the writer,: foresaw 'anger' 
in the. matter,.,, prenumably7. from,. the. direction, of Sothwsll,, which o 
would be. in. direct. oppoattionýto the wishes ofitherking. The king's. 
wishesarenoteýrorthy; what wemay, seethere 
wiaýthefirst, 
wanifemt- 
ationyof a determination-to end the Stewart. earldom_and re-annex the 
islands. to, the. crown.,; 
1. Salisbury Pa erb (mc), iii, 300- 
2e -ER xxi, .. 3 58, " 390-1,4O7-8.., -- 
g. CSPScatt, ix, 532. 
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On 21 March 1588 Robert granted a bond of maintenance to 
William, Edward and Oliver Sinclair, sons of Sir Patrick 
Dellenden's wife Katherine Kennedy, by'her first marriage to Henry 
Sinclair of Erie (the Henry Sinclair of Strome, later of Brough, 
encountered earlier)l this was ostensibly due to the damage which 
the Sinclairs' patrimony had sustained at Sir Patrick's hands 
during their minority. It was Robert's only recorded measure against 
Sir Patrick at this time, but it was significant enough. Henry 
Sinclair was never, a0 far as is known, designated 'of Evie''in his 
litetime, and Patrick had obtained a feu of lande in Evie on'19 April 
r1 yr" 4P. 
1565 from bishop Bothwell. By that date Henry Sinclair had been 
dead tar two years and despite the' fact that Patrick lad acquired' the 
land with tha acquiescence both of the bishop and of Patrick's"own 
brother, Henry Sinclair's erstwhile patron, Robert seems to have been 
ARV 1ýa 
contending, as justification for the occupation of Patrick Wllcnden*a 
lands; that they had in fact been Henry Sinclair's and had been 
raft from Sinclair's heirs. 
By'now, however, the whole situation was changing. The latter 
to Vatsinflham'of I January 1588 was in fact the 'list reference to 
the proposed expedition to wrest the Northern Is1®9" from earl Robert. 
It certainly never not sail. On April 11, before a Convention'of 
Estates, the provost of Einluden and others 'of ttie wiser sort' 
succeeded in reconciling Bothwell with the chancellor and tho justico 
clerk. ' The points of difference between these men were several, but 




was. the statement that Bothwell's enmity, towards Bellenden 
'proceeded from my lord Roberts cause -for Orkney...!! ,.. 
After, this 
meeting the danger was past. A letter of May 23 from the laird of 
Garlies to Patrick, master of Orkney, discussed arrears of the 
. priory of Whithorn without reference to the recent threat to Patrick's 
title$2 and Mary Stewart, Robert's daughter and wife of the master 
of Gray$ wrote to Darnbarroch on May. 27, stating. that her, father was 
intending to go to Shetland to pick up, his rents *3.,,, ObvIousIyjhe 
earl no longer felt it necessary to remain . 
in Orkney to. 'keep the 
country'. The affair was not quite, overyet, however..,. In December,, 
1588 it, was reported that the disappointed Justice clerk had fallen 
out with the chancellor-and his, rnglish friends, and was, 'discording' 
about Orkney. 
4 
? breover, Robert does 
, not, appear 
to have escaped 
} 
without making some placatory, moves.. On 24 JuneF1589,, he, granted 
Lewis Bellenden 
, a. charter ofythe 
lands of Ernie he had denied to 
Sir PatrickI5,,,, and it maybe of significance that Robert's daughter, 
Elizabeth was married, at an unknown date, to John Sinclair of 
Ifurkle, younger, son of-the master, of, Caithness who had been acting 
against the earl, of Orkney during his troubles. 
The only, explicit reward which Robert. granted, his, nephew ,. U 
Bothwell for restoring his quietness, was. to make him his heir. in 
default of his own legitimate issue. This wag, as, Maurice Lee., 
pointa, outg little enough, as he had at least four. lawful, sons , 
1. Salisbury Papers,,, (HMC), iii, 317-8. 
2. Barnbarroch Correa ndence, 1119-20. 
3. Imo= 0j3y 
4. Fowler tö Walsingham,. CSP'scot, ix, `635. 





in the; remaining, yearsof Robert! s, life, 
were. to, show. that, his. dealings. withrBothwell were, far, fromwover. 
Three 
Evidence for-Roberta. movements during and after the. crisia with"', ' 
Maitland. and liellenden. is=restricted. to isoiated, re, ferencesg but.,,, 
itxis possible to, build. up. some kind, of picture, of, his activities. -,, 
After. September 1587, his two recorded visits, south appear to, have been 
relatively brief. He was apparentlyin. Edinburgh in. the. springo! 
15899 when he subscribed an Orkney charter. at, the; Canongateq and. in 
December 1500, he. and his-son,. were; reported. to be, departing from the 
capital. Though now well., into his, fifties, the earl appears still to 
have been fairly vigorous, as on his return north from Edinburgh in 
1589 he was soon on his way-to Shetlandg, being. there in. the summer. of 
that year. During both these journeys Patrick acted as.,.! administrator 
guydar and governour for him'. . On 18, May, 15399 acting in this capacity, 
he granted a charter to Michael Balfourlof J4ontquhany of-the isles and 
lands of North Fara. 
3 
Robert himself actually. signed: this document, 
but it shows that Patrick,. was now beginning. ýto. 
take over some, respon- 
sibility.. from his. father, and on July; 24: he wrote a letter? to. Barn--_; 
barroch which indicated, thathis father wasKby, this-time in Shetland 
and that he, äPatrick, was, looking after earldom affairs. in Orkney. .., 
4 
1. Lee, Maitland of Thirlestane, 160n. 
2. Craven Bequest, SRO ref. GD. 106/338: " 
3.. Orkney and Shetland Papers, SRO ref. RH. 9/15/264. 
4. Barnbarroch Correspondence, 429. 
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FrOm'the spring of 1588' however, there occurs only a handful of 
references to'Robert's movements, and none whibh throw much light on 
his motives. On 29 August 1588 he granted a charter to Jerome 
Tullöch, `chantor of' Orkney, 'of land in Quholm, Stromness, and the 
charter was sealed thereqi (this deed'is noteworthy in that the land 
involved had been escheated for 'thift", showing that Robert's former 
policies were continuing). A ̀ month or so later at Kirkwall, he 
granted a disposition to 
eMagnus- Louttit of Lyking of "land in Sandwick. 
2 
However, a largely chronological-, tr'acing' of Robertas doings becomes 
less appropriate 'at this point than an` eximiriation'of'the different 
aspects of his activities against the'background of momentous events 
in which Orkney and Shetland were to play a role of some importance. 
During such an'examination the general nature of Robert's behaviour 
should become considerably illuminated. 
There is little evidence that`Robert interested himself in poli- 
tical affairs outside *Orkney and Shetland,: whether'in Scötlandor 
abroad, except in response to definite pressure from 
outside. His 
overtures to Denmark in the 1570s`have been noted and related to 
the *then growing' m nace' öf Morton. Presently' hi. foreign affairs 
in the 15ß0s will be-explored. 'His"chief extgrnal"activity in 
relatively peaceful times'woüldseem to'häve been 
piracy, "or at least 
the sponsoring of pirates. Besides the earlier exploits of Edmund 
IIlackadder'and his henchmen, there werin 1588; further illustrative 
examples: " On 12 November'a merchant from. rAaen, Johan Hendrickson, 
i. BE, 31e, . no. cxciv. -. 
2. Ibid., no. cxcv. 
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coeplnined tö the' privy council that' on the previous ''! July'1 ° while 
tiaveiling 4from Danzig tö Bremen' with `rye' a ndý other wares, he' had 
been 'intercepted off Norway by ä ship with', a `Scottishg'crew, 'led , byt 
George Peterson, 'aFlemir g. Hendricksoh' 'craft 'had, been staken to 
Orkney, 'where all its - goods were °-aold, 'and' he - stated =that` W'was 
intended lö_ dispose of the` ship which` still°'läy 'atthe bak of thee" 
tour of Kirkwall I. 
l 
Robert Rwas 'represented ' iri the' court' proceedings 
by'John Caverton; -'and Bothwell appeared : for his° own`'interest"as 
admiral' of `Scotland: "-S Peterson pled rin 1justificati6n thät; 'ýbeing -a 
Flenmish; ' he was a subject of the king of Spain, and he held a, 
letter of marque to apprehend ships from the Low Countries, then in 
revolt' against `Spain: ý' fiendrickson's'cöunsei CapUl Robert 'Arnott"'" 
stated 'thät #the letters of marque' shoüld`not` have ftieen' used 'against 
his clientý`whä was a subject of the Graf'ofEmden$ who remained' 
friendly "'tö "the" king of Spin' e' The ' 1örds *resolved tö remit" the 
matter to 'proper t judges l. ' -Bothwell 'and Robert ' were ordered to 
return ýthe4ehip'tö Iiendzýicks n withirit1Odiye: tHendrickson hädnin 
turn found cäuti' n' in; the Iädmiraltytcourt ", böoks `to 'niäkeý the ship 
available 'to ill Thäving right, thereto: ý' Ifs las seems likely' 'thö 
proper udges'were those of the'admiraltycourt; whose records 
for'the'period are no longer extant, it explains why unfortunately 
no further evidence is available to us regarding the case. 
ý. -, ---,. On_9-d July.. 15889-just, eight. days. after the,. attack.. on. Hendricksong, 
it was Freported' that `one of Roberts ships' gläter named as the 
Phoenix'ý: had-been. bröüght into'pört, by some of Enchuissen' (? Enk- 
1. RPC, iv, 331. 
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huiz. n,; on the Zuider,: Zeo)sin; msn o! lwar,: that guarded±the, Dutch-ý- 
herring 
, fleet* t.,, It vasksaid that! the, ship rhadý fought;, withIan. t 
1R 
English®anl.!.. --, A': fortnight,, later It., was statedithat ! the. most part, -. 
death,,. piracy, ? the x ship.. ,3, 
being. suspected, of,..! manyRpiracies. l. 
a.,, 
King. Janes demanded.. restit- 
,, 
Uoth- ution, and.; satisfactioniandý! threatened -eprisals. tý, In NP! ' 
well;: obtained; interest, in, the,. ship from Robert :, and pursued the 
vatterg further, r dez anding_back both: ship and -furniture. 
3,!, 
For, what-; 
eyer, 'reason, thefinalioutcome, as in tho case. otiilendrickson,, is 
obscure., ', 
c. . ;; T,, Robertk was, not 1 the only,, Scottish noble . with, 
interest? in fro. -j, 
booting in.. thef North, Eea; ;.. indeed he tiappears not, 
to. have, beenthe , 
only.; one. to 
. 
sponsor F George Peterson.., P On3 8 March x ißß9 
Jlsheby, wl-ote 
to, Valsingham; suggesting; the. stationing. of_a cyan, o' war-for. the k, M 
purpose; of intercepting; Petersontand pn. accompliceý iiaggerston,. who 
in, addition;, to-having, in their, possession. a letter of-, narque from 
the; Prince öf. Parma, , commander,; of.; the, Spanish, forces In the Low ,: r_ .4 
Countriea,, were said_to, be_countenancedkby, Aothwell.. g<, On, June 16 
the, same, year Asheby, wroteý, that, Peterson had, been takentand. kas. in 
prison, in, Edinburgh. 
5, 
n 
,, During-the'same period#=OrkneycIen contInued. themselves to bs 
1.. ý, Killigrew, to, Burghley,; CST Foreign, 
2. Ibid., 68. ,. _ ... , 
3., " Salisbur Papers (I=), ; iii, p7)" v: 4. CSP Scott ix, 706. 
.... 5: ' 1_ bid X$--105o 
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the victims of pirates, notably. f%glish ones, and on 12 March 1588 a 
complaint was made that the Orkney, ship Elizabeth had been spoiled by 
one Captain Vaughan. 
I It was of course a complaint regarding piracy 
and the unsatisfactory answer it had received from king and council 
that had been the ostensible motive for the approach by Robert's 
servant to Courcelles in 1586, and we return to this interview in 
beginning an investigation into another theme of Robert's life at 
this time, one in which piracy was later to play a considerable part - 
his dealings with foreign powers. In 1586 Courcelles had related to 
d'Aisneval - in such detail as to suggest that what had happened 
had been unusual - that Robert's. representative had been at pains to 
emphasise the affection which Robert bore towards France 'with many 
expressions full of the good will that he bears to the service of. his 
majesty'. He even drew to Courcelles's attention the fact that 
Robert was a pensioner of the king of France 'although it was a long 
time since he had received anything' - presumably a reference to 
the earl's youthful days in France with his sister. Courcelles 
gained the impression that this avowal of regard for France and her 
king was one of the main reasons. for the whole long discussion. 
Exactly why Robert was making these overtures is unfortunately not 
disclosed. It seems possible that he already foresaw trouble in 
his declining stock at court as the influence of his son-in-law, the 
master of Gray, 
2 
was giving way to that of Maitland, and he was 
therefore seeking support from representatives of one-of the major 
countries with which Scottish foreign policy chiefly concerned it- 
self. Robert subsequently wrote from Kirkwall on 12 October 1586 
1. CSP Scot, ix, 546. . 
2. Lee, Maitland of Thirlestane, 108-9. 
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to M. du Pre, a servitor of the'king of France, thanking him for the 
goodwill shown to his servant, the bearer of the letter, who would 
retail 'my intention touching some affairs which I have with your 
master the King of France'. 
1 The outcome of Robert's intrigues is 
unknown, and notwithstanding the fact that-the affair appears to 
have been handled with considerably greater discretion than his 
previous dealings with Denmark, it seems likely that nothing very 
decisive occurred. 
« ki -`i 
Of far greater importance was'Robert's contact, through his 
new allies, Huntly, Bothwell and others, with Spain, or at least 
with the activities of the Spanish faction. This connection led 
Robert and his followers into the affair which more than any other 
single episode, gives dramatic colour to'the closing years of the 
earl's life. 
During the aftermath of the coming of the Armada and its defeat 
by the EYiglish, Robert made no move that we know of. ' Fleeing 
2 
Spanish ships were first sighted off Orkney on 10 August 1588 and 
from then until the end of September rumours flew about a possiblee 
Spanish landing in the islands; it'does not, 'however, appear that 
3 
there was any substance to this 'brute'. `It seems more likely that 
Spanish to-ing and fro-ing around the islands was occasiöned more 
by the necessity of running before-the appalling weather than by any 
1. CSPScot$ ixe 98. 
2. Ibid. 9 600., -, 
3. Ibid., 6021,612; CSP Spanish, ivy 415,425" 
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intention of landing in the area. When at last a gravely damaged 
Spanish ship anchored, and then sank, in Fair Isle, Robert kept his 
peace. The ship was El Gran Grifon, flagship of the Spanish store 
and transport fleet. After a miserable month of starvation and cold 
on the island, Admiral Juan Comes do Medina and his men were rescued 
by Andrew Sinclair of Quendale and Andrew Umphray of Berrie, the 
latter of whom ferried the survivors to Anstruther: 
i 
The Stewart 
earls' interest in. the ship did not take active form until nearly a 
decade later, when Patrick Stewart, by then earl, concluded a 
contract with William Irving to raise its ordnance. 
2 
Thera iss in fact, no evidence regarding Robert's pro-Spanish 
activities until a year or so later, in aid-1589 - he was not, for 
example, implicated in the letters written by various members of 
the Scottish nobility to the Duke of Parma in 1589.3 To examine his 
involvement when it does come to light it is necessary to investigate 
an incident which had its beginning on 5 January 1590. On that date 
a Spanish galleass dropped anchor off Whithorn, causing, in the 
uneasy aftermath of the coming of the Armada, much speculation and 
wonder in government circles. As Sir Richard Wigmore wrote to his 
colleague William Asheby, 'the arryvall of this baable.. e did greatly 
perplex,. the honesteat and wonderfully distracted the dowtfull'. 
4 
The king being absent in Norway seeking the hand of Princess Anne of 
I* For details of this whole episode, see Hanson, 'The Fair Isle 
Armada Shipwreck', The Scottish Tradition, 121-131. 
2. Irvine of Midbrake Papers, SRO microf* ref 1U1.4/388/35/32* 
3. Lee, Maitland of Thirlestane, 181-2. 
4. CSP xt 242* 
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Denmark, it was the council, composed of counter-weighted groups 
from both pro-Spanish and pro-English factions, who despatched 
commissioners - including Sir Patrick Waus of Barnbarroch - to 
conduct investigations and bring the captain and pilot to Edinburgh, 
under bond, for questioning. The primary intention of the inter- 
views with the captain,, Don Alvarez de Merida, and the pilot, 
Scotsman John Colville, was naturally to find out the ship's 
intentions in visiting Scottish, waters. In fact the council never 
received a wholly satisfactory answer to this question,, but in the 
I 
course of the inquiry, a number of other interesting facts emerged. 
It was not the ship's, first visit to Scotland. The previous, S. 
summer of 1589, she had made for Dunkirk to rescue. sailors stranded 
after the. failure of the Spanish fleet,. Thence her crew had. taken 
her north to the, Isle of }ay where they had enjoyed a day's hospital- 
ity from. the laird of Barns, a follower of Bothwell, then to Orkney 
where they lay some time in Cairston Roads. On departure, they were 
caught by bad weather and, after running before the storm, they made 
landfall in Shetland, where they were. 'weill interteynit' by Robert, 
who was, in Shetland for the time, presumably on one of his periodic 
money-gathering visit. They had then made. their, way home down 
Scotland's: west coast. 
r 
The ship's visit to Shetland, and its cordial reception there, 
is zignificantg because at about the same time,. on 22 June 15899 
Patrick Stewart wrote anxiously from Kirk-wall to Sir Patrick Waus. 
i. Cunningham ofýCaprington )! uniments, SRO ref. GD. 149/265, He ff. 
1-ß. 
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The cause of his concern was the arrest in Edinburgh of George 
raterson, the errant Fleming, in possession of a letter from earl 
Robert to the Prince of Parma. This letter, he said, might 
'carrie sum Inconvenient and preiudice to my lord and we In cais the 
samen wer not prevented be dealegente foirsycht'. 
i 
He said that 
the story of this letter mystified him, and that he found it 
'uncredabill', but he asked Barnbarroch to find out more about it. 
Nothing more is known of this letter or its contents, but it is 
significant that at this time Robert's ally Bothwell was also known 
to be in communication with Parma. 
2 
After Patrick's letter, there is no further evidence of Robert's 
involvement in Bothwell's schemes until the following year by which 
time it appears that relations were not as benign as they might have 
been. In February 1590 an unknown writer gave Walsingham the inter- 
esting information that Bothwell, in addition to other intrigues with 
Huntly and the Spaniards, was mounting an expedition, involving 
360 men and 2 ships, to take Orkney with the intention of ensuring 
safe harbours for the Spanish 'in case they shall be dryven to come 
upon that coast as before they did'. 
3 
This suggests dissension 
between Bothwell and Robert, for reasons unknown. Possibly Bothwell 
had been irked by some manifestation of Robert's noted untruatworthi" 
nesso the fact that he had as yet shown him no very notable sign of 
gratitude for assisting him in his troubles - perhaps Robert was 
attempting to extricate himself from too deep an involvement with 
1. Barnbarroch Corrspondenco, 433- 
29 Lee, Maitland of Thirlestane, 182-3,210- 
3- CSP Scot, x, 842* 
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the pro-Spaniards. Whatever the reasons, Bothwell's threat to come 
north may well be a major factor in explaining the part played by the 
earl of Orkney in the events which followed the arrest of the Spanish 
ship in 1590. 
Despite the fact that the council could establish no sinister 
motives on the part of the Spanish ship, and in spite of the bond 
under which the captain and pilot had-been brought to Edinburgh, 
Merida and Colville were imprisoned for entering the realm in a 
ship of ware refusing to surrender themselves to trial without con- 
dition and making fortification within the realm without permission. 
i 
Bothwell was for a time denied the custody of the ship and men to 
which he was entitled as admiral, out of distrust for his intentions 
regarding them, though he ultimately received control of them, much 
to the annoyance of the English ambassador, Robert Bowes. 
2 Colville 
the pilot escaped briefly, and the ship departed from Whithorn, but$ 
lacking supplies and other necessaries, she surrendered again after 
sailing round to the east coast. 
3 
On March 4 the king had sent 
strict instructions against any member of the council assisting the 
ship, 
4 
and on the 29th Colville, by then re-captured, was sent to 
Denmark to explain himself to the monarch. 
5 
For some time the ship remained in Le7 and interest in it 
i. M. iv, 830- 
2. CSP Scot, x, 840. 
3. Ibid., 259-60.4. 
Ibid., 245- 
5. Ibid., 263. 
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waned. Attention shifted rather to the exploits of English pirates 
who were particularly active in their attacks on Scottish shipping 
at this time. Bowes was approached with special reference to the 
behaviour of a Captain Gwynn who, equipped with a double fly-boat, a 
barque and a pinnace, was 'chasing all Scottish ships between Lynn 
and Shetland!. 
1 
He had attacked 3 Kirkcaldy ships-and 6 or 8 others 
unknown and behaved with considerable brutality, but he achieved 
particular notoriety early in June 1590 when he attacked and robbed 
Patrick Stewart, master of Orkney. 
Three weeks or so after this last incident, the 'Spanish barque' 
put to sea again. The favoured explanation for her liberation was 
that unnamed allies of Robert earl of Orkney were helping him to 
seek recompense for the robbery committed on his song though it is 
also true that commercial interests were dubious about actions against 
Spaniards Nhich might harm their activities in Spain. 
' 
Certainly 
Robert was reported to be exacting his own revenge at the expense of 
English fishing vessels in Shetland. 
4 
The Spaniards sailed south. 
On June 229 off Hartlepool, they attacked no fewer than six small 
English coasting vessels. Three they left 'fleets emptie on the sea', 
the other three, the John and John Collingwood of-Lynn and the John 
Sheringham of Clay were taken to Anstruther where the Spaniards 
arrived on June 26.5 
I. CSP Scot, x, 322. 
2.1-bid, 336- 
3* Ibid., 390 
4. I ie , 336. 
5. Ibid.,. 3350 345" 
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Here they-spent some time negotiating with the Englishmen for 
their ransom. Shortly they fell into a dispute with the townsfolk of 
Anstruther in which one of their men.. was captured and two English 
boys rescued from their. clutches, They took reprisals by executing 
some of the seamen* and by battening down the hatches on the John 
Collingwood's. crew and firing the ship, keeping the townsfolk at bay 
with muskets. 
l 
The same day they hoisted sail and. departed, taking 
with them an accompanying fly-boat commanded by. one Captain Rig and a 
brother of the laird of Barns, and the two remaining. English ships. 
Of these, the John had as its pilot George Petersong. who had been 
released from prison shortly before (to the irritation of the English 
ambassador); the John Sheringham had on board 'one Knightson of 
Pittenweem' - certainly the Knightson who had been complained bf by 
the English five years before. fbr piracy involving, Robert, who indeed 
owned property in Pittenweem, 
2 
but who was to make his, home in the 
north, serve as steward for Robert's son3 and die there in 1622. 
They left Anstruther on 27 June. Their movements were for a 
time confused but already it was thought that their most likely des- 
tination was Orkney. 
5 
By July 11 they were known to be in Kirkwall, 
with-25 prisoners. 
6 
While the authorities in Edinburgh sought fruit- 
lessly for. a. solution to what was now more of a domestic embarrassment 
tha. a cause for political alarsas- the Spaniards were being well, 
1. CSP , x, 346. 2. Pittenween Writs, SRO ref. GD. 62/158; ýSS, ýýno. l66q, 
3, Donaldson, Shetland Life under Earl Patrick, 66. 
4" Orkney Tes%s., SRO ref. CC. 17 2 1. 
5. CSP scot, x, 346. 
6. Ibid., 353" 
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treated. They were, it was said, being 'feasted... greatly' by 
Robert, 
1 
but they were not idle. c July 19, with William Stewart, 
one of Robert's illegitimate sons, aboard, they attacked four English 
fishing vessels off Fair Isle and took them to Kirkwall. 
2 They gave 
the Jesus of Scarborough to the earl in exchange for four cannon, 
the Old Elizabeth of Shields to an unnamed person in Kirkwall and 
the 'ship of Yarmouth pertayning to Wedow Harrison there', to the 
'Captaine of Kirkwaie'. The John Litster of Newcastle was redeemed 
by Gilbert Foulsie, archdeacon of Orkney, for L50 at the request of 
her master. At the same time, negotiations proceeded on the fate of 
the Lynn cargo vessel the John, which was sold to James Dickson, one 
of Robert's servants. 
3 
Robert Bowes in the meantime made strenuous efforts to seek 
relief for his countrymen in the north, with little success. Thomas 
Gray in the Lyons Whelp, who had recently brought captured pirate 
ships into the Forth, undertook to make for Orkney, butt perhaps wary 
of the Spaniards' reputation, sailed to Berwick instead. 
I* 
Bowes 
approached ASaitland, who had 'great interest in the Earl of Orkney', 
to see if he would influence Robert to apprehend the Spaniards. 
Maitland undertook to approach the king with a view to promising Robert 
that he would be allowed to keep the islands if he would stay the 
Spaniards and their Scottish followers in Kirkwall. 
5 
This answer is 
1. CSP Scot, x, 364. 
2. Ibid., 394,396. 
3. Ibid., 395. 
4. Ibid., 364. 
5. Ibid. 
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interesting insofar as it indicates, that the dispute between Robert, 
Maitland and Bellenden remained unresolved, officially at least, but 
from Bowes'spoint of view it was a wholly empty promise. By the time 
real help seemed on the point of materialising " in the form of a 
warship and pinnace under-the command of John Winter, a servant of 
the English queen - news had already reached Edinburgh of the Spanish 
barque'a departure from the Northern Isles*I 
Bowes's representatives, sent into Orkney, kept him in contact 
with the Spaniards# activities there. On July 24 they had been 
engaged in selling corn, the cargo of one of the English serchantmen. 
2 
It was said that they intended to massacre their prisoners but had 
been prevented from doing so by the Scotsmen in their company; 
I 
by 
mid-August, however, Bowes had heard that they had killed twelve of 
the Englishmen and reserved the rest for slavery. The Scots had 
also failed to prevent theca burning some of the English dogger-boats 
with both men. and unsold fish aboard. 
4 
When the Spaniards finally left Orkney early in September, they 
apparently had three ships well fitted out, and had as pilots George 
Peterson and William Stevartg Robert's son. 
5 
The latter seemingly 
acted as pilot as tar an the Western Isles, here at his own request 
he was put on board a Scottish ship bound for Leith. A spurious 
I- CSP Scot, x, 397. 
a. ibid., 369. 
3. Ibid., 369-70. 
4. Ibid., 381. 
5. Ibid., 394,, 399. 
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report in Edinburgh suggested that the Spaniards had returned to 
Orkney, but Bowes later received triple confirmation of their depart- 
ure, from John Calendar whom he had sent north to investigate, from 
John"Caverton'"who had apparently been sent specifically to Bowes by 
Robert, and from Jean Kennedy, Robert's countess. 
t 
The further history 
of the ship does not concern us here, though there is evidence that it 
was intercepted by rnglish ships not far from its home port of Corunna 
and taken back to England. 
2 
" After the departure of the Spaniards, little more was heard of 
Robert's dealings with the Spanish faction, though there were again 
reports of Bothwell's intention to go to Orkney. On 9 March 1591 
Bowes reported to Burghley that Robert's nephew was said to be going 
north to exercise his office'of admiral 'looking to draw... his uncle 
to profitable composition, or otherwise to take hold of some of his 
possessions in that isle'. 
3 Later the same year Bothwell himself 
told Mary Stewart, Lady Lindores, that he intended to visit her 
father in Orkney, and there was a general rumour, which reached the 
ears of the king, that he proposed to take the 'castle and island' 
in order to 'pleasure' the king of Spain. The king was said to have 
sent a force against Bothwell, under the Master of Glamia. The- 
enterprise was, however, one *which sundry think to have been to 
small effect or danger', Bothwell being thought much too weak to 
attempt such an adventure. 
4 
1. CSP Scot, xv 397. 
2. Ibid., 4349 436. 




On 4 April 1592, as a probable result of Bowes's representations 
to the kinai Robert was charged not to'give shelter to Spanish pirates 
t 
reported to be entering Scottish waters bent on attacking English 
shipping. 
` On September 14 it was alleged that he'wae among those 
friendly to rebels in the pay of SpainI3 but by this late date there 
is no longer any evidence that Robert wes in any way personally 
involved with Spain or her supporters. 
Four 
At the same time as the Spanish barque's depredations were causing 
concern in Edinburgh, Berwick and Kirkwall, another old source of 
dispute, dormant for twenty years, came to life again. On 16 Juno 
1590 Adam Bothwell, bishop of Orkney, obtained letters of horning 
against Roberts stating that the latter had in no way fulfilled his 
part of the contract of excambion of September 15600 especially the 
conditions that he would pay the accustomed duty for the upholding 
of the kirk, school and the palace of the yards; that he would pay 
the bishop a pension of £1000 per annum; and that he would meet the 
cost from his Orkney income of any of the pension from the Holyrood 
thirds which might be 'evicted' from his children, recipients there- 
of. 
4 
As a result of Robert's refusal to honour his obligations, 
liothvell was considerably in debt, and his liabilities were listed. 
1. Csot, x, 665, 
2. &P_c, iv" 739. 
3. CSP Domestic, (1591-4), 270. 
4. Orkney and Shetland Papers, SRO ref. RH. 9/iR/102. 
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In light of previous dealings between Robert and the bishop, the 
preceptual part of the letters had a familiar ring; Robert was charged 
to fulfil the contract by proclamation at Edinburgh, the Canongate and 
Leith - proclamation in Orkney was specifically excluded because 'thair 
is na officer that dar pas in thais pairtia of Orknay for geving of ony 
chairges to him or ony lettres... Being he ather takis thane and detenis 
thame captive or utherwayis causis thame to be retenit in the cuntrie 
and evil handlit and sufferis thame not to returns againe lyk as he has 
detenit as yit John Adie our messinger.. 9 sua that thair dar na uther 
pas Chair for fair of thair lyfe'. 
Bothwell, seeking relief for money demanded from Holyrood for royal 
ambassadors to Denmark, had sent John Adie (Adesoun) to Orkney in July 
15891 with letters of horning. Robert offered him £1300 in cash; when 
Adie stated that he had no power to receive money or thereby suspend 
horning, Robert's procurator demanded redress against him for any 
further denunciations 'besyde the puneissment of his awin persoun'. 
Further letters were put to execution on four occasions between 
Juno and September 1590, the first being in presence of Patrick Stewart 
and his mother. Finally on October 27 Robert was denounced rebel. This 
did not, however, interrupt the final return to legality of his supre- 
macy in the north. On 11 March 1591 he received a regrant of his lands 
in Orkney and Shetland. 
2 
The charter, interestingly, was to Robert in 
liferent and to Patrick in fee, evidence perhaps that Robert was beginn- 
ing to feel his years. Perhaps more significant however, was the fact 
that the charter made mention of his rights of patronag©, and that its 
1. Prot. Bk. Thomas Auchinleck, SRO ref. NP. 1/36, f. 19_" 
2. APS, iii, 589-90" 
2! A2. 
ratification, passed by parliament just over a year later, foutid 
that the right of patrcnago of bclctices ; artained to him I and that 
na u$hor ties paid nor sail pretend ricirt tl, airto nocbtwithatanding 
of quIiataumevir act atatuto or constitutioun made in thin present 
? arliament or oriy of his hienen revocations...: -ur at ony Etymol heir- 
tofoir... This was a cw plcto overturning of the case against Robert 
with which Maitland and ßcllcnden had opened their cara; +aign in 1567. 
Incidentally, the term 'foudrie' was pot toted in the docurnont; 
Shetland courts had be (at referred to an. Irberiff0 courts. an early as 
157211 but this was the first explicit recognition of the oupplauºting 
of the old Uorso tern. 
Perhaps in rcco¢zition of his new rower, Patrick Stewart, master 
of OrIo oyy now C=o to be styled lord of Shetlands and as such 
granted land in Deerness to his brother-in-law Patrick, Lord Lindores, 
on 21 Novcmbcr 1591. " The chango in ncxncnclature was not merely the 
adoption of a courtesy title after the English aatyle, but would 
a, near to indicate a genuinely greater interest in Shetland than any 
ever evinced by his father. An earl, his building projects would 
include the building of Scallooray Castle, and he would administer 
the law either himself, or through his own deputies, notably John 
Dishington. 3 Ho would not rely on his father's client,, his uncle, 
Laurence Bruce, and it may be because of Patrick's supplanting of 
Bruce in the position he had formerly enjoyed in Shetland that in 
1591 there appeared the first evidence of ill-fooling between the 
two men. On April 3 Thocas Bellenden, brother «ýf Sir Lewin the 
1. W. Jardine D--bio, 'A Shetland Decree' ý JR 11 (1939) ý 1. 
Balfour Papers, box 27, bundle 6. 
3. Court flock of Shetltund, 1002-4, pad assn. 
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justice clerk, stood caution in 02000 for Patrick that he would not 
harm Bruce, 
1 
and on. 21 January the following year Bruce protested to 
the privy council and obtained an execution of horning against 
Patrick. 
2 
This antipathy was to. come to the surface more than once 
in the future and was perhaps a significant factor in Patrick's 
final downfall. 
t 
On 29 May 1592, immediately after the ratification of Roberta 
regrant of the earldom lands, bishop. Bothwell was granted a 'protest- 
ation' in Parliament, 
3 
recognising that the infettment of Robert and 
his son was not to be prejudicial to the bishop's action against them. 
This brief document made particular reference to the relieving of 
Bothwoll of payments from the thirds of Holyrood, and coupled with an 
'exception' passed earlier in the sause session, 
4 
gives a clearer idea 
of the nature of the biahop'e complaints. The thirds of Holyrood had 
been set aside 26 years before for the payment of a pension to Robert's 
children, and by the contract of the excambion Robert had agreed to pay 
to his children any of the pension 'evicted'. from them - should the 
church, for example, seek to add its demands from the thirds to those 
of Robert's children. This last had occurred in 1573 when it was 
ordained that the sum of £860 per annum should be set aside for the 
payment of stipends to the ministers of the abbey kirks, and the 
demands on the bishop noted in his letters of horning against Robert 
consisted largely of arrears of stipend. The purpose of the 'exception' 
1. !! Pct iv, 605. 
2. Ibid. *'713.3. 
AMPS, iii, 590-1. 
4. Ibid., 547-8., , 
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was simply to excuse Holyrood from a general rise in demand from the 
thirds, but it indicated fairly clearly that it was the warrandice on 
the demands from the Holyrood thirds that Robert was refusing to 
meet. It is noteworthy, incidentally, that the warrandice had been 
disponed by the king and collector of thirds to James Stewart of 
Graemsay'for the payment of £500 - perhaps more evidence that Robert 
was gradually transferring his responsibilities to his sons. 
What followed is somewhat confusinge on 9 August 15929 Robert 
was granted letters of relaxation of horning on the grounds that he 
had now made payment to the bishop; 
i 
the date of his original de- 
nunciation was given in these letters as 26 November 1590, a month 
or so after the last execution endorsing the letters previously 
noted. However, despite this relaxation, the subject was still alive 
on 1 March 1597, more than four years after Robert's death. 
2 
By that 
time Adam Bothwell was himself dead and Robert's escheat had been 
granted to Mr Thomas Darclay, but it was only with difficulty that 
earl Patrick was able to rid himself of the problem finally, probably 
some time in 1597" 
Towards the end of Robert's life, the evidence for his activities 
becomes less illuminating, though it remains to some extent charac- 
teristic. It consists largely of land grants@ several following on 
the escheat of former owners. On 20 August 1591 Alastair Banks and 
his wife were granted a tenement in Kirkwall from which Simon Cursiter 
i. Sheriff Thom Papers, SRO ref. GD. 1/212/38. 
2. Orkney and Shetland Papers, SRO ref. PJI. 5/1s/104. 
245. 
had been evicted 'for thift'. 
1 On 20-January 1592, Robert's servitor 
David Angusson received a privy seal gift of the escheat of his' 
father, Stephen Angusson, at the horn at the instance of William Halcro 
of Aikers`for spuilzie. 
2 on 23 July following, David also received 
land in Sanday from Robert. 
3 Some time before 24 November, Robert" 
dieponed lands in Lyking, Sandwick, to Margaret Craigie of Clumliel 
this territory had been evicted for theft, though no further details 
4 
are given. 
]Robert's other charters of the period were largely to familiars 
and relatives. On 3 August 1591, at Kirkwall, he granted land in 
Yinstay to Alexander Kincaid, a former servant of Adam Bothwell who 
had been for some years in his employ. 
5 
Six weeks later he granted 
land in Weyland to Marjorie Sandilands, mother of several of his 
natural children, and to Edward, one of her sons by him. 
6 
About a 
month after that James Fes, received land in Clestrain, Sanday, from 
the earl.? Towards the end of the year, on December 27, he gave the 
lands of Housbie, in Stronsay, and the island of Auskerry to Hugh 
Sinclair of Erough, husband of his illegitimate daughter Grizel. 
a 
This was the last charter by Robert for which details are available. 
In November, the earl was included in a general comnission to the 
1. Craven Bequest, SRO ref. GD. 106/O1. 
2. Scarth cif 8a-eckness Muniments, SRO ref. GD. 217/567. 
3. Traill Dennison Papers, Box 4, no. 9.. 
4.1E0,318, no. cc. 
5. Ibid., 317,. no. cxcix. 
6. Reg. Ho. ýChrs:, 'SRO ref. RH. 
6/3140. 
7. Ibid., 2191.. 
- 8. R, v, no. 1994. 
2' G. 
nobility and others to execute the acts against Jesuits, 
I 
On 1,5 
December 1592 his son Patrick directed a precept in which he was 
designated earl of Orkney, perhaps in anticipation of his father's 
Imminent demise. 2 The last official mention of Robert Stewart, during 
his lifetime occurred on 12 January 15939 when the comptroller reco- 
ived his feu mails; 
3 his last recorded action, that of ordering 
the drawing up of his will and having, it subscribed-on his behalf, 
took place seventeen days later. 
4 
i. Melville Diary, 3o4. 
2. Dm, 166t: no, 
3. as xxii, 283. 
4. Morton Papers, a £RO., ref. GD. 150/2238. 
6. ROBERT STFWARTs FRIENDS, RELATIVES, SERVANTS 
One 
ROBERT Stewart died on 4 February 1599.1 Two days before, lying 
gravely ill in his chamber at the Palace of the Yards in Kirkwall, 
he ordered notary David Arthur to draw up his will. 
2 Present as 
witnesses were his daughter Jean and her husband, Lord Lindores; 
James Stewart of Graemsay, his natural son; Thomas Swinton,, minister 
at Kirkwall; Walter Bruce, sheriff clerk and a servitor from Robert's 
earliest days in Orkney; and two Edinburgh burgesses, Join Dick and 
David Pringle. 
The will's first clause concerned Robert's remitting and for- 
giving 'all rancor and malice conceavit aganes' Patrick, his son, 
'heir present upoun his knes', praying him 'mast effectuallie to 
observe and kelp the hedis claussis articulis and poyntis of the 
contract quhilk wes maid betuix me and him'. No details are available 
for this contract, though it seems possible that it concerned 
Patrick's administration of the earldom on his father's behalf and 
in particular his dealings with Robert's estate after his death, 
though Patrick was not named as an executor in his father's will. 
The reference to 'rancor', while quite possibly intended only 
Is Edin. Te, sts., SI ref. CC. 8/8/30. Mooney reckoned that Robert 
might possibly have been buried in the Cathedral (Cathedral and 
Royal 
. 
Burgh of Kirkwall, 90). This would seem reasonable given the presence there of the tomb of his brother Adam, but the 
comprehensive list of St Magnus tombs in the RCAW. Inventory 
makes no mention of a tomb for Robert. 
2. Morton Papers, S1) ref. GD. 150/2238. 
248. 
an a `formal goature, ' was not wholly `without `cause. Relations between 
Robert and his elder sons, both Patrick and the late Henry'befoze'him, 
tiad not always been cordial. Eleven years before, on 4 ? arch'1582; 
Robert had 'written to Sir Patrick Vaüs in'answer to a query about 
Patrick's'education. Sir Patrick had asked Robert whether he thought 
it best to leeiid the young man abroad to Geneve' (Genava) or to keep 
him home at court. Robert replied that he greatly favoured sending' 
Patrick abroad far some years because *it war'mekle best for his 
1 instructioun ind upbringing in all kynd of civilitia'. Certainly, 
given Patrick's later reputation as a man cultivated in the arts, 
one feels that he'would have appreciated this educational opportunity* 
however, it was not to be, because his father was 'so far inrune in 
dettis quhat'be thapament of ray dochteris"tochergudis, the rostis' 
avand be my unnquhile son the tyme of his last frequenting the court 
thäir' and other'expenses incurred by his 'ships, that he was now in 
debt by more than`tiOOO, not including' pledges to Edinburgh merchants 
for the payment of arrears of his daughter's tocher. 'He therefore 
ishGd Barnbarroch to send his son north-to stay with him for a time, 
until'ha could make Sufficient provision for sending him abroad, 
saying that in any'case it had been a long ticie`sincefthe-twwo had-met. 
Interestingly, Robert was'very'r*ich against Barnbarroch's"alternative 
ouggestioc regarding' Patrick's immediate future', that of permitting 
him tö'remein at court -'-'on naweys can I'consider him to be'weit to 
'frequent the court as yit, bot ± rather" may 'do evili thair nor guid'. 
This enigmatic . statement perhaps presages the ill-reeling. , that 
1. _ _sponý" 238. 
2 49. 
was shortly-to prevail between Robert and Patrick. It was no doubt 
connected with Robert's further statement in the same letter, that he 
did not want Andrew Martin, one of Patrick's servants, to associate 
with his son. Martin was to serve Patrick both before and after he 
In his turn became earl, ultimately suffering with him, and Robert 
on more than one occasion blamed Martin for the cool relations between- 
him and Patrick. Now he stated 'he handillit the uther46 indirectly 
agaiis"me and his awin weill quhilk was his verray tinsel and 
wrack in ane part'. 
Who 'the uther' was is not stated= it is possibly the late son 
to whom-Robert alluded in his letter, but it is also quite feasible 
that it is Patrick's elder brother who is being referred to " Henry, 
master of Orkney. Andrew Martin and Henry seem to have been very 
close, and Robert's relations with the son who was then his heir 
were no better than those with Patrick. On 23 November 1585 James 
Dickson* another servant of Harry and his father, wrote to Andrew 
Martin - out of Orkney, presumably in Edinburgh - stating that 'the 
maister-has bone verray scharplie handillit and extremelie unit be 
my lord men your departing and as yit is, for quhen evir he requiris 
ather claything or ony uthir thing necesser for him my lord boiatis 
him, and saies he mall use him in na uther manor, quhilk the maister 
can nocht guidlie support. All this he beiris with sa far as he may, 
awaiting upoun your hiddercuming quhilkis he daylie lukis for and 
thinkie verray lang thairto... 9.1 
1. Barnbarroch Corr. spondonc., 340. 
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Ailetter`from Robert to Harnbarroch-of'-. 26 January 1586 gave the 
reason'for the'earl'a antagonism " towards' both Martin and"Henry: 
i By 
that-date, with'no-cause given, orýwarning"from the extant records, 
Henry Stewart was dead. Robert°desired, Barnbarroch to'ensure that 
Andrew-Martin was not , permitted' access to Patrick because hs had 
used his 'wickit counsall to put Harie and me-at variance1. The 
servant had caused'Henry to cross the Pentland Firthto'seek the 
friendship"of-the earl of Caithness, andhe'understoodrthat-Heürtin 
hadýHenry! a testament --'he never: lat me be participator"thairof'. 
Robert, now felt = it 'verry necessar f Tthat Patrick be 'sent abroad 
'quhair'he mycht larn vertew and guid marierie' either', in France 'in 
respect of thair religion'qýor tor'eum quid college` in'England'. '" 
He craved Barnbarrochls advice. '% "' 
Relations between Robert and Patrick presumably improved during 
the late 1580. and early 1590., but the documentation suggests little 
of the closeness which seems to haive'existed between Robert and his 
natural sons James, of - Graemsay, - and William. ' Patrick is 
relatively 
rarely found as a witness to his father's decreets and charters, and 
seems to have spent considerably more time in the south with his 
mother. He was present with the - countess' at one of the executions 
of Adam Bothwell's letters of lorning against his'father in June 
1590 and in March-1592 he had seemingly returned south and was, in. 
communication with the earl of Morton concerning the subject of 
marriage with his youngest daughte 
a 
r. 
1. Barnbarroch Correspondence, 343- 
2, C3_tl x" 654o 
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In Robert's will, his wife Jean Kennedy was not mentioned at 
a119 although he left bequests to his mistresses, Marjorie Sandi- 
lands, Janet Allerdyce and Janet Gray. The first named, Marjorie 
Sandilands of Vick, wife of Adam Gordon, brother of John Gordon of 
Avachis, i vas the mother of his. sons George, 
2 Edvard, ' and David' 
and his daughters Jean and Katherine. 
5 She would appear in addition 
to have had a further daughter, as the bequest stated that those 
1barnea' already provided with 'roes' (presumably George and 
Edward) were to rest content, whereas the others - three daughters 
and a son - were to receive 4000 marks. Janet Allardyce and Janet 
Gray both bore him daughters. Of Robert's three known illegitimate 
daughters only two, Mary and Christian, are possible candidates as 
the unnamed children in Robert's will. The third, Grisel, had been 
married to iiugh. Sinclair of Brough, Shetland, since about 
6 
1577. - 
Jean Kennedy, countess of Orlazey, does not appear to have, set 
foot in the islands at all. She did not accompany her husband on his 
first trip north, as he wrote to Bellenden of Auchnoull shortly 
after his arrival speaking of sending a ship for both her and the' 
justice clerk. On 4 May 1584 he wrote to Sir Patrick Maus recog- 
nising the latter's efforts in trying to induce the countess to,, 
1. Fes of Clestrain Payers, SRO ref. GD. 31/13. 
2. Balfour Papers, Box 32, no. 14. 
3. iteg. Ho. Chra., S1 ref. RH. 6/3i4o. 
4. PiS Orkney, SM ref. RS. 43/1, f. 41. 
50 Acts and Decroets, clix, 299. 
6. Society of Antiquaries of Scotland, "Hibbert Ware Collection 
(o &S Iss. 569 no. 1). 
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ý-travel north and'asking'him to persist in them 'for trewlie I am 
unable to suatene and furthbeir hir charges onyforther in they 
partisf: 
l She was apparently complaining that she received nothing 
from him for her maintenance 'and Robert' sought: to, refute this by 
enclosing -with his letter a hit of' the sums of money he had sent 
her since his last return to Orkney, amounting to nearly £2,500. 
She seems to have spent most of her time in or about the capital, 
and she had a house in the Canongate where the earl of Bothwell' 
visited her in 1589.2 Her work 'ma administrator for her husband in 
the capital has been noted. 
The children of the ladies Sendilands, Allardyce and Gray 
constituted something of a second family for Roberts since they weru 
considerably younger than their other brothers and sisters, both 
legitimate and illegitimate. All seem still to have been 'bairns' 
in 1593. Of the earl's legitimate children, Henry, Nary and Jean 
were all born before he first set out for Orkney; they were all 
alive on 3 November 1566 when Robert was granted a pension for 
their maintenance. 
3 Patrick was born somewhat later, but was alive 
on 27 September 1568 when he was included in the entail of the 
contract of excambion between Robert and Adam Bothwwell. (he may also 
be identified with the mysterious Thomas Stewart, entailed in the 
charter by Sir John Bellenden of'Auchnoull to-'Jean Kennedy of 
IS September 1568). James Stewart, later Sir James Stewart of Eday 
I* Barr barroch Corraatondmice, 287-9" 
2. CSP Scot. - zo '39. 3. 
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and Tallos, came next, and John Stewart, the later earl of Carrick, 
must have been within a few years of"the same ages though he is , 
mysteriously omitted from the documentation of the time. 
i 
The young- 
eat of Robert's sons was the later Sir Robert Stewart of Middleton; 
neither his birth date, nor that of his youngest sister, Elizabeth, 
38 known. 
All Robert's legitimate sons were educated in the south, and 
the evidence suggests that during his lifetime only the elder, 
Henry and Patrick, appeared in the islands, though John and James 
both had landed interests there, at least after their father's 
death. John became earl of Carrick (said to be Carrick in Eday) 
and his illegitimate sons Adam and Henry came to hold extensive 
tracts of land in Orkney. Sir James Stewart of Eday and Thilos and 
his sons John and Robert also held land in Eday. 
2 Sir Robert of 
Middleton appears to have sought his fortune outside the islands 
altogether. 
The earl's lawful daughters undoubtedly brought their husbands 
Orkney concerns, and the husbands of both Mary and Jean are at 
different times mentioned in connection with Robert's activities. 
Patrick, master of (later Lord) Gray, who married Mary on «0 July 
15853 had been a cautioner for Bruce of Cultmalindie as early as 
30 April 1577.4 Patrick,. commendator of (later Lord) Lindores, who 
L, Scots Peerage,. ii, 440.0 
, 2. ' PRS Orkney, SRO rer. Rs. 43/2,4-7, passim 
3. CSP Scot , viii, 34. 4. Acts and Decreets, lxviii, 92. 
254. 
with his wife Jean witnessed his father-in-law's will, had been in 
Orkney more than once before. On 6 November 1586 he witnessed a tack 
by Robert to Thomas Swinton (another witness to the will)1 and on 
21 November 1591 he received land in Deerness from Patrick Stewart. 
2 
Elizabeth's husband, James Sinclair of Murkle, second son of John, 
master of Caithness, though not present at the subscribing of Robert's 
will, was nonetheless appointed an executor. It should perhaps be 
noted at this point that 23arbara Stewart, cited on more than one 
occasion? as a daughter of Robert, appears in fact to have been a 
child of his brother Adam. She is stated (in the same sources) to 
have married Henry Haicro of ilalcro and thus must presumably be the 
'domina do Haicro' who erected her father's tombstone in the cathedral. 
Of the illegitimate sons, Robert and the elder James (both 
mentioned in Roberts pension grant of 1566) both disappear early from 
the record, but the other James (whose mother was said to have been 
Janet Robertson of Strowan) and William remained to make their mark. 
James, old enough by 27 January 1587 to take part in an aasize$ must 
have boon born in the same years as his legitimate brothers Patrick, 
James and John - that is, those imr; ediately before his father's 
departure for Orkney. He reappears again and again from 158k onwards 
both as a witness to his father's transactions and in his own right. 
4 
William, later designated of Rgilsay, had a chequered later career; 
1. Pea of Clestrain Hunimenta, SRO ref. GD. 31/2. 
2. Balfour Papersi Box 27$ bundle 6. 
3. E. g. Scots Peerage. e. vii 574; Scott, The Frsk? ne Hatcro Genealogy, 
xiii and 141 REO however refers to her as brother daughter of 
Robert (P. 448). 
4. E. O. 29.6.1586 (Craven Bequest, SRO ref. GD. 106/78); 21.9.1586 (RSS, liv, 92v); 30.5.1587 ( E, 309, no* cxci). 
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he was summoned in 1600 to find caution to appear for trial on the charge 
of murdering his wife, a Bellenden. 
i In 1609 he was following in the 
footsteps of Gilbert Balfour-as a colonel in Swedish service: Little 
is known of the daughters of Janet Allardyco and Janet Gray; of the 
sane of Marjorie Sandilends, David would seem to havo died young, and 
Goorge, of Eynhallov, although he hold an nbor of pieces of land in 
Orkney later erected into the tenandry of Brough, died before 30 March 
1616, without issue. 
' Edward on the other hand succeeded his brother 
and founded the family of Stewart of Drough. 
Other provisions. of the will, apart trcm those to the earl's 
mistresses, involved1 as might be expected, servants. Most of these 
were relatively humble, since Roberta Important followers " Patrick 
Mentoith of the Fair Isle, John Caverton of Shapinsay, William Gordon 
of Cairaton - had presumably been given adequate rewards already, in 
the form of land. The only exception was John Dishington, who was 
discharged of all his intromissione as chamberlain and sheriff depute, 
and was the subject of a clause seeking to ensure Patrick's ratific- 
ation of hie pension. Other grants were miscellaneous; Magnus 
Houraton, keeper of Robert's girnel, received a discharge of his 
intromissions with $our vil6tuall det'; William Twatt received a 
pension of one barrel of butter and six weile coat yearly from the 
lands of Twatt; a general clause ordained all Robert's servants to 
have their fees paid, aced finally John Sutherland van left' the auld 
shellop with hir haill furnettours'. 
1. RPC, vi, 93" 
.ý, 2. Seats Pversge, vii 575" 
3" f Orkney, SILO ref" RS. 43, il f. 21 printed Orla%ey Inc wetland? 
Aasines, 1.. - - 
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Two 
PEUHAPS because of the legal wranglings surrounding Robert's estate 
at the time of his death, his testament and inventory were not 
registered until 26 May 1597, more than four years after his death. 
i 
Despite the existence of Robert's will, with its, appointment of 
executors " Lord Lindores, James , "Sinclair of Murkle, James Stewart 
of Graemaay and John Diahington - the testament was registered an 
dative, with Patrick, earl of Orkney, as sole administrator. Why 
this was is not known, but it could easily be for the same reason 
as the late registration the difficult legal position of Robert's 
estate, which could have rendered the whole will invalid. 
Nevertheless the testament gives an interesting picture of the 
late earl's movable assets and their distribution. His liveatock, 
moat, grain and other agricultural commodities were listed as 
lying in five main centres, all in Orkney - Kirkwall, Dirsay (pre- 
sumably the lands surrounding his palace)$ the Du of Folsetter (in 
Birsay, about 21 miles to the south of the palace), the Du of Corse 
(on the south-west outskirts of Kirkwall) and an unknown centre stated 
simply to be 'in Sandweik'. 
The main aaset of the Bu of Cone was that of dairy cattle, of 
which there were 24; these% together with 13 oxen and 20 assorted 
quoya, amounted in value to £274 - curiously enoughi exactly the 
same worth as the stock at the palace of Birsay. The latter, besides 
8 plough and 8 feeding oxen, 8 cattle, a quoy and a bull$ had 220 
1. Eäin. Tests., SRO ref. CC. 8/8/30. 
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eves bn its-land. There were. sheep also at Sandwick,, where 60 wethers 
were'kept.. as well as 180 hogs totalling £95 in money value. Fblsetter 
had£130"wocth of assorted bovine stock. 
Robert's main girnels would appear, predictably, to have been in 
Birsay and Kirkwall, and therefore littlejn the way of grain products 
is recorded as lying in the barn and barnyard of. Corse, and none at all 
; Sandwick or Folsetter.. Kirkwall, although the livestock there con- 
silted only of six-'fed-oxeni-and two horses "a brcWn hackney and an 
old grey called, 'The-Rumlarf - nonetheless had within its-boundaries the 
widest range of Robert's movables, contained in the'lardner1,, the girnel, 
the castle and (probably) the palace of the Yards. The larder contained 
a total of 71 barrels of beef and 20 marts of beef fat, with an overall 
value-of £70, the girnel"contained 3'lasts of malt and 2 lasts i moil 
of meal, £264 worth; there were 12 fathoms (f24) of pests in the 
peat yard. The listed contents of the castle, apart from-a silver 
spoon and an eight ounce piece of silver, both worth 50s, werd arma. 
ments, including a brass cannon called 'the'lapster' worth f200, two 
iron cannon and 10 hagbuts. Notwithstanding the value of the brass 
piece, this seems little enough. The only luxurious-sounding itemä in 
the inventory are not assigned a home] but it seems likely that they' 
were in the Yards. - They consisted of two French saddles with harness, 
one covered with purple velvet, the other with'dry leather, costing, 
X70 together, eight pieces of''auld tape$try' worth £150'and two Tute' 
mantles, one of vciYet, one of blue cloth, one. wrcught with. pasments 
of silk, the other 'bigaret' with velvet; theme last were worth 
respectively £100 and f40. 
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Despite the almost certainly luxurious outfitting of tho palace 
of firsay, the goods recorded as lying there were largely agricultural. 
Besides the, livestock, there were quantities, of malt and meal in the 
girueli three loste of ale in the cellar, bereu oats and-beet-tat in 
the barnyard0 and 14 fathom of peaty in t e. peat yard, Thera In 
little contemporary evidence regarding Robert's estates at i3trsay, but 
later plans and viere give a fair idea of the. layout immediately 
adjaccnt to the palaco, 
I 
which_rcmained in repair until at least the 
1670a. It ißt generally considered that the old bishop's house lay 
to the south and west of tho oarl! a palace, nearer tho church, and 
, xdoed the c urch, of, Dixsay was almost an 'Integral part of the ©arl's 
buildings, with his palace on one side of the kirlrard and his barns. 
und stables on the other. To the west of the palace, next 
to, the 
kiricyard, lay fobert1s peat yard, with, at the beginning. of winter at 
least, its rove of massive peat stacks, each the length of the palace. 
Appropriately, the lido nearest the pests had (and has) as its, ciain 
feature a row of tall chimneys heating the, appartments under the west 
gallery whose windows gave out on to the peatstacks. To the east, 
running along the side of the palace and south towards the burn of 
Hunto lay a series of gardens - flowers, herbat kale and plants. To 
the cast and north-cast of these lay corn fields. -Froia the south gate- 
way of the palace an avenue ran due south to the bridge over the burn. 
Branching off it were paths leading round to. the north of the palace, 
through the peatyard, south went to the barns and stables, and cast 
1. Register House Plans, SRO ref. RhIP. 35836 (ex Orkney and Shetland 
Papers, SRO rot. R11.9/13) I RCAIIMS Inv. -9 0 &- S9 plate 4o 
2. Orkney Rentals and Accounts, SR04rei. E. 41/1-2/21.3. 
259" 
along the north bank of the burn to the mill and other parts upstream. 
When the avenue had crossed the river it met another at right angles; 
A Vb5twwaard turn took the earl tO Sandwick and Cairston, a turn in the 
opposite, direction eastward to Harray and Kirkwall, North-, 'West and 
south-east of the palace and its outbuildings lay rabbit warrens, the 
'north and south coningers'. The road through the peatyard forked at 
its northern end and one branch led through the north coninger to 
Buckquoy (the Birsay minister's glebe), 
1 
and the Brough. The other ran 
to the north of the ; Älace under the windows of its hall and adjacent 
reception chamber to the more northerly corn fields. Further roads 
branched from this and led through the north coninger to Skippigeo, 
where (it would seem) some of the earlIs boats lay moored or beached. 
Besides the necessities of life which all this represented, pastimes 
were provided for. Archery butts lay along the. side of the flower and 
herb gardens, a bowling green lay east of the avenue from the main 
gate to the burn, and one may presume that golf balls which James 
Dickson requested Andrew Martin to bring north with him from Edinburgh2 
were employed on the links south of the burn. 
There seems little doubt, in fact, that Dirsay, or at least that 
part of the parish between the north-west and of the Loch of Boardhouse 
and the sea, formed the heartland of the estate of the Stewart earls. 
Besides building his palace there, Robert employed the Bu of Folsetter 
nearby as one of his main farms, and it wars as we have seen, the sub- 
ject of a separate legal arrangement between Robert and Sir John Bell- 
I* Marwick, The Place-Names of Birsay, 60-1. 
2.23.11.1585 Barnbarroch Correspondences 340- 
3. See pp, JYl-2 . 
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wenden at the time of the excambion in 1568. , Some time thereafter 
it came to be called "The Barony', a name it still bears today. There 
is no concrete evidence of the area's ever having been formally erected 
into a barony, but Jo. Ben1 writing about 159019 stated 'Birsay baronia 
dicitur', and Robert is said, somewhat mysteriously, to have been 
granted the subsidiary title 'knycht of Birsay« when he was invested 
2 
as earl in 1581. This special position of Birsay in the earl's dom- 
iniona may help to explain the particular support given to earl 
Patrick's cause by the men of that area. 
ý. , 
The sums total of the inventory of Robert's movable assets was 
given as £4,116.11s. It seems likely that, in common with the totals 
of many inventories at this period this is a considerable underestimate. 
It is probabl! a, for instance, that Robert would have possessed more 
and better riding horses than are recorded here, the armaments of the 
castle seem rather meagre, and it is distinctly frustrating that there 
is no reference at all to the pienishinga of the palace of Biraay. 
The debts owed to Robert consisted of a long list of the mails 
and duties owing for the year 1592v amounting to £Ji, 568.18. lOd, giving 
a very detailed list of tenants, feuars and skat-payers of both earl- 
domýand bishopric lands of Orkney with the amounts they owed for crop 
1592. Perhaps especially notable are the outstanding multures of the 
mills of Deerness, Holme Lingro! (St Ola), Birsay, North Sandwick, 
it Ma cfarlane's Geographical Collections, His 3099 3201 for discussion 
pof probable date of Jo. Ben's writings, -see note by A. W. -Johnston, Old tj r Misc., i, 300-3. 
2. Moysie, Memoirs, '34; 
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Sanday and South Ronaldsay, evidence that whatever Robert's intentions 
towards the udal millet there were already many mills in Orkney over 
which he had superiority. 
Robert's own liabilities, which amounted to £4,800, consisted 
firstly of £2,068 13s 4d owed to the crown and 1700 works owed to the 
crown collector of teinds. Then- followed a long list of 'years fees' 
to individuals who had served Robert in some capacity R headed, 
interestingly enough, by 'Andro Mertene, gentilman', the detested 
servant of Robert's son, who was owed £100. The liste embracing 45 
people, covered a wide. spectrum of activities,. including Alexander 
Strachan, John Murray and Robert Glass, wrighta, John Kincaid and 
William Osswald, smiths, John Wallace and Mans Lauchian, slaters, 
Gilbert Boyd and Duncan Crawford, quarriers (the presence of these men 
suggests that considerable building work was still going on - perhaps 
on the palace at Birsay), Robert Smith, bellman, John Stewart, stabler, 
Andrew Lyell, brewer, and Robert Walker, gardener at Birsay, as well, 
as a number designated simply as 'servandis'.. One striking feature of 
the list to the relative lack of Orkney 
. 
surnames; only Wattier Towp 
(? Toab), and one 'Stannoquoy', carter, have definitely Orcadien names. 
It In probable that there were a good many more Orkneymen in Robert's 
employ than this would suggest; a number of non-Orkney-names in the 
list were in the process of becoming. common in the islands at this 
time - Banks, Cogillt Sutherland,. Sclater, Traill - and their bearers 
may well have been islanders. A christian name such as that of Hans 
Lauchlan suggests a native born of an incoming family. Moreover, among 
Robert's other servants (indeed named elsewhere in the testament) were 
James Gloup, grieve at Foleetter, and one Scarth, barnman at Bireay. 
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Nevertheiesa, those among Robertfs servants of likely northern origin 
represent a acre sprinkling amongst the group as a whole. Of the 140" 
odd persons who can be traced as having served Robert in any capacity 
whatever during his life in Orkney, only a handful - 15 or so r-,. seem 
likely-to have been Orcadions. 1 With the exceptions of two Scallays, 
Edward and David, the three soss of the late Henry Sinclair of Strome, 
and parsons of the questionable surnames of Smith, Sclatcr and Suther- 
land, all the names which occur noro than once in the list of Robert's 
servants are Scots - Dlackaddor (2 occasions), Brown (2), Bruce (5), 
Crawford (2), Dickson (: ), Dundas (2), Elphinstono (3), IIendcrson (2), 
Johnston (2), Kennedy (2), Kincaid (4), Lyle (2), ? ienteith (4) 
Morrison (3), Murray (3), fedpath (2), Robson (3), Stewart (3). 
A fair number of Robert's more important followers had origins 
which are easily traceable. The Menteitha, James, Patrick and William, 
all came from Saltcoats, in the ISerso barony lands of IIolyrood, and 
first appear on the scene apparently as followers of William Monteith 
of Randyfurd, himself a henchman of Robortl in Orkney, Patrick 
Mentoith became the most prominent, becoming eherift depute And captain 
of Kirkwall Castle during Robert's absence in the 1570s. Some were 
fairly obviously related closely to Robert himself. Laurence Druce's 
men, Henry and James Bruce, were presumably his own relatives, and. -thus 
Robert's also. Walter Bruce, Robert's sheriff clerk for many years, 
was an illegitimate son of the laird of Clacloiannan, and as such was 
related both to the Cultmalindio Druceso Robert's relatives, and 
2. Except where otherwise stated, All references for statements made 
in this passage are to be found in app. 9. 
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to the Airth Bruces, Robert's vassals as commendator of Holyrood. 
2 
Of the Elphinstonea in Robert's following# William was the brother of 
Lord - Eiphinstone and , thus his master's uncle{ presumably Rany and 
Gavin Eiphinstone saust also have had some family or #friendly$ 
connection. James Kennedy was Robert's brother-in-law, and Oliver 
1Wnnedy, watts presumably another kinsman in. that direction. The 
Kincaida, would seem to have had two separate original Alexander 
Kincaid had originally been a servant of Adam Dothwell and was probably 
a relative of the bishop, as had been John Kincaid of Warriston, an 
earlier visitor to Orkney. William Kincaid the saith1 however, is 
designated of Falkirk' and ho and his brother John presumably came- 
into Robert's. employ through their connections with the barony of 
Kerle. 
The *inner circlo' of Robert1s servantut those who were involved 
over a long period in his post important doinCs, werte: Thomas 
Auchinleck, John Caverton of Shapinsay,, John Dishingtong William 
Elphinstone, Villiam Gordon of Cairston, Alexander Kincaid, Patrick 
Mentoith of Fair Isle, and two of the small number of prominent native 
Orcadians, Malcola Groat or, Tonkerness and David Scollay of Tofts. Of 
these* all but Auchinleck fand Elphinstono were involved in some capacity 
in Robert's campaign against the Irvings of 5abay. Auchinleck, 
Dishington, Caverton and Kincaid were all south on Robert's business at 
one time or another, and Menteith, as wo have seeng was involved in some 
of Robert's more violent and, disreputable activities. Both Elphinstone 
and Monteith acted as sheriffs depute during Robert's troubles in the 
1, Armstrong The Druces of Airth and their Cadets,, : 9. 
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1570s and David Scollay was provost of Kirkwall when Robert demitted 
that office during his second period of tribulation, 1536.9. }Both 
Monteith and William Gordon were at different times captain of Kirkwall 
Castle. The profusion of deeds involving theses individuals supoe$ts 
that they were seldom far from their master's side and# as their 
designations might indicate, any time spent out of Robert's company 
by Caverton, Gordon or Menteith might well have been spent adminis- 
tering their own not inconaLdcrrble estates. 
Outside this group of regular and important counsellors was a 
larger Hinaber w perhaps 30-odd " of lessor lights. These in tact form 
more of a class than a clearly indontifiablo band of men, since their 
identities appear to vary at difforcnt periods`dt Robert's career. 
William Ferguson, for example, possibly ar', 'ived in Orkney with Robert 
in 1567, E but disappears after 1574, as does James Kennedy, Robert's 
brother-in-law (both may have gone south with the disgraced Robert in 
1575 and simply never returned). Thomas Knightson on the other hand, 
though surviving both Robert and hie son, does not appear on the scene 
till 1585. James Hay appears in Robert's affairs in 1572 (though he 
may have been in Orkney earlier) and disappears again after 1586. 
Jis es Dickson, a servant of Henry Stewart, master of Orkney, only 
appears twice, in 1534 and 15$50 though it is obvious from his letter 
to Andrew Martin in the latter year that he was indeed A pcrmancnt 
servant. It is Dickson who gives us our only glimpse in Robert's 
lifetime of onotjier servant, David Moncriiffo, though the latter is 
known to have been alive in Orkney in 1614.1 
i* rtA$ 382 s no* ccxli " 
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Of this group (indeed of all Robert's followers), only a handful 
remained with him throughout his time in the north. Walter Bruce was 
in Robert's aervice'during the whole period 1567-93, and Thomas Robeson's 
period'of employment was not a great deal shorter, ending about 1587, 
perhaps simply as a result of his death. 'To this 'group, too, belongs a 
small number of individuals who were not servants'Of Robert in the 
strict sense and who never set foot in the Northern'Isles at all 
Robert+s Edinburgh agents. These men, AlexanderCouston, James 
Harshall, 'William Menteith and possibly Andrew Williamson, were respon- 
sible for transacting'Robertis business in`the capital - chiefly trane- 
lating Orkney and Shetland produce rents into cash$ but also witnessing 
legal documents and in Williamson's case, purchasing a ship. Also in 
treating of this group of Robert0s servants we may name those whom wo 
know to have exercised specific functions -nder the earls Gloup the 
grieve, Scarth the barnman, Magnus Ilourston, keeper of Robert's girnel, 
Robert Walker, the gardener at Iirsay, and John Sutherland, skippers 
who, being left an old ship by Robert in his will, may perhaps have been 
the latter's own personal shipman. 
Beyond this larger section are to be found the multitude of 
simpler folk mentioned earlier, the tradesmen and porters, skilled 
and unskilled, listed in the wage bill in Robert's testament. After 
them, we are left with one final interesting group. The apparently 
transient character of certain elements of Robert's company tnayy 
in many (though cbrtainly not all) cases be an effect created by 
gaps in the recordts, but there in one category in the social structure 
of Robert's servants where 'transience' seems an accurate dezcription. 
Roberta piratical associates . whether actively employed, as in the 
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case of Edmund Dlackadder, or simply assisted, ' an in the case of 
George Peterson « seem to surface briefly then disappear without 
trace. The only exception sechs to have been Thomas Knightsoin, 
noted abovo, who propressod to the rank of higher- adnsinintrator 
under Patrick, but be seems to have been. more than simply an unscrup- 
ulous seaman. Gavin Dlxphinstono, though not a pirate, could be said 
to be of this group$ appearing briefly in Robert's service as he does, 
then disappearing. 20thera include the Dlackoddere' racnf Moot Crosby, 
ALUman and tho othora, Uounce Heneson the Dane, 
' 
and the less 
important but nonetheless info: rativa Peter Fieber. 
Throe 
THE life and doings of Robert Stewart are, of course, only halt the 
story of the Stewart earldom of Orkney. Indeed, although Robert was 
responsible for the earldom's existence, and held easy in Orkney and 
Shetland for nearly twice the length of time that his son did, nnne- 
theloss it is Patrick who is the more remembered In the popular imag- 
ination of present-day islanders. As Storer Clouston states 'By a 
curious fate it is the name of 'Pate" Stewart, Earl Robert's son and 
successor$ that it still reaembered in Orkney today as a symbol for 
oppresaiont while his father's stresaings and even his very nenne are 
forgotten'*A 2 
It 10 not intended here to treat In any detail of Patrick Stewart'a 
1. Possibly ifasnui ileinason, a Faro©so. Soo app. 9. 
2. Clouston, History of Orkne y1 307, 
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Ill-fated rules and in any case not nearly enough research has been 
done, by the present writer or anyone else, to justify any very 
certain conclusions about Patrick, his life and fall. Patrick's very 
character, though not without illustrative evidence, remains shadowy. 
The most detailed piece of published work concerning him - the 
chapter of Storer Clouston's History which begins with the lines 
quoted above - fails to deal with the contradictions which appear 
when one follows that writer's view of Patrick as being little short 
of a maniac. There is no attempt to explain why his son's rebellion 
found such ready support in the Orkney parishes of Dirsay and Harray 
(though this seeming anomaly is noted) and although notice is taken 
of the curious allegation that Patrick, on the eve of his execution, 
was found to be unable to recite the Lord's Prayer#I there is no 
reflection that thin is an extraordinary piece of ignorance in a tan 
supposedly of careful education and advanced artistic taste. We 
must presume that he went to the kirk, and indeed accounts of his 
extravagance tell us that he went there, accompanied by 50 musketeers, 
2 
so it is tempting to dismiss this story as more slander. Later work, 
such as Professor Donaldson'p Shetland Life under Earl Patrick, and 
more particularly his transcription of the Shetland court book, 1602-49 
which is one of the major sources for the former book, suggests that 
although Patrick's rule may have been 'inquisitorial and vexatious', 
nonetheless there is... ample evidence that the traditional legal 
forms were in the main being observed'. 
3 There are none of the law- 
less abuses of Bruce, none of the indignant assemblies of the commons 
1. Caldcrwood, History, vii, 194. 
2. History of Kin James the Sext, 386. 
3. Shetland Court Book, 16022-4, pp. v-vi. 
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of Shetland, and as Professor Donaldson and R. S. Morpeth have written 
elawhere it is hard to prove that he was arbitrary in his proceedings, 
and there is some ground for believing that he may have been more 
popular with the native inhabitants than with tho many Scots who had 
recently settled in the ielenda'"s It seems curious tool in view of 
the accusation in 1611 that be and his father had used both systems of 
law,, Norse and Scots, as beet suited their ends at a particular time, 
that he is traditionally accused of having burnt the lambook of the 
ialanda. Such an action would hardly seem to have suited a policy 
of. abusing the law, and in any case the Shetland Court Book contains 
a specific reference to an appeal by the assize of the Lawting to 
Shetland's lawbook. 2 Although it way be overstating the case to 
Suggest that the lawbook was physically consi9ned'tQ4thö: -Hawes' by, 
say, bishop Law, it sews quite feasible that it was official neglect 
that led to its disappearance and destruction. 
It will take a great deal more investigation before we may decide 
couclusivoly to what extent, if at all, Patrick Stewart has had a bad 
press. But what we way' do is to examine certain historical themes, 
current in (and in some cases before) Robert's time, which may well 
have contributed to the fall of his son. The first of these in the 
attitude of the Scottish crown to Orkney and Shetland in genoral, and 
to the Ztevart earldom in particular. Throughout the first century and 
a halt of Scottish rule in the Northern Isles, there would &&-am to have 
been a marked and consistent reluctance to alienate the earldom lands, 
1. Donaldson and Morpeth, -w'ho'm Who in Scottish History, 10ti. 2. Shetlend Court Book, i 3. 
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a reluctance which Robert was able to overcome twice, in 1564 (though 
he did not render his success effective until 1567), and 1581. With- 
in a few years of both occasions came a period of apparent second 
thoughts on the part of the central government. Naturally these way- 
have been due in large measure to Robert's own behaviour, but King 
James's attempts in the 1580s to wrest the earldom away from Robert 
altogether and put it under the control of the chancellor and the 
justice clerk suggests a policy of seeing to bring the islands back 
under crows control " to follow a policy reminiscent of that of James 
III towards William Sinclair. 
It in less easy to discern this element in the crown's attitude 
to Patrick: in the years of his power, indeed on a peracnal basis, 
Patrick was in his early years as earl the recipient of royal favour. 
He acted as sewer (server) to the king at the great banquet to 
celebrate the baptism of Prince Henry on 23 August 1594.1 It is 
perhaps noteworthy that Patrick received no charter as earl until 
16002 but again thin pay have been dud to difficulties over his 
father's estat©$ not resolved till some years after hin death. When 
Patrick did fall, however, the agent of his destruction wars signi- 
ficantly, a bishop -a bishop who was extremely friendly with the 
king and whol temporarily at least, took over full control of both 
earldom and bishopric lands for the first time since bishop Andrew 
had been supplanted by Henry, Lord Sinclair, about 120 years before 
(bishop, later archbishops JAmcs Law himself roquires detailed triat- 
1. Cäiderwood1 History , vs 342. 
2. RMS, vi s no. 1022. 
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wort, and not ocruly for his activities in annoy). 
After Law'a takeover, and the briet hiatus during young Robert lo 
rebellion, the islonds rcained in the crown's direct control. This 
control brought quick and far-reaching changes. In 1611 the Norse 
lugs were abolished altogether by act of the privy council (with the 
unavoidable exception of soo of the land-holding practices) and 
replaced by the law of Scotland; 
t 
the following year, the earldom 
lands were again 'permanently' annexed to the crown and erected into 
a atcwartry, 
2 
and two years after that the whole territories of 
earldom and bishopric were reorganised. Each thereafter had lands 
located in specific Orkney districts, instead of both lying 'spataim' 
throughout islands and parishes. There were rumours as early as 
1620 that King Jones was intending to feu Orkney and Shetland, 
3 but 
in fact no major alienation took place again until the earldom estate 
was mortgaged by Charles I to the earl of Morton in 1643.4 In these 
proceedings can perhaps be seen an. extension into the northern sphere 
of James's quest for firm and uniform government which he sought in 
the nettling of the borders and the pacifying of the Highlands, but 
he was also bringing into strong and continuing existence the 
original intentions of his royal ancestor in 1468-9. Danish claims 
to the Northern Isles continued in theory during the 17th century, 
and a reference to Orkney and Shetland appears in the Treaty of Broda 
as late as 1667,5 but in reality such efforts am Denmark had made to 
I* 1zPc $ ix,, 181-20 
2. APS, iv, 481.2. 
3. Mar and ICollie P! tnors, (IMC) supplementary vol., 100.1,114-7. 4. v ixe no. 1353" 
g. Goudiol Mtic uitý_of Shetland, 2.19. 
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regain her lost Norwegian islands were now spent. 
The antipathy to Patrick of other Scots settlers in the islands 
and of the earl of Caithness'are further themes from his father's 
time which may be found in the events surrounding his fall. With 
regard to the former, however, there were some notable changes after 
Robert's death. Patrick Bellenden, as might have been expectedi 
maintained his antagonism to the Stewarts and in 1604 he complained 
to the privy council that he had been besieged by Patrick in his 
house in Stenness and had been taken away gaged and sick, he being 
729 in a wand bed'. 
1 However, there were also some significant re- 
alignments of sympathy which must have contributed in no small measure 
to Patrick's fate. Bruce of Cultmalindie's alienation from Patrick 
has been mentioned, but the Menteiths too seem to have abandoned the 
allegiance to the earl which they had shown in Robert's time, and in 
fact the charge against Patrick at his trial listed practically all 
the major representatives of the Scottish settlers - both then friends 
and the enemies of his father. During the years 1590-1610 he had 
apparently 'persewed, accused, proceidit and pronunced dyverse 
decreittis and sentences aganis' Sir Patrick Bellenden, Michael 
Balfour of Montquhany, William Bannatyne of GAirsay, [William] Sinclair, 
younger of Eday, Laurence Bruce of Cultmalindio, Brucots servant 
Henry Wardlaw, and Adam Moodie. -But. this was not all; he had 
alienated his own half-brother, James Stewart of Graemsay, by im- 
prisoning his servants for transporting Robert Menteith, James's 
1. MC, vii, 156. 
2. Pitcairn, Criminal Trials, iii, 82. 
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brother-in-last and the son of one of Robert's old servants. Both 
these individuals might have been sources of support for Patrick, 
but in fact vhcn the earl of Caithness insisted on assuming leader- 
ship of the expedition against young Robert, Patrick's son, the man 
he supplanted was Robert Monteith of Egilsay. The complaints of 
Robert Monteith against Patrick, as well as those of James Stewart 
and many others, are contained in continual references in the records 
of the privy council fron 1594 onwards. 
1 To these can be added those 
individuals who joined Bruce of Cultmalindie in the supplication to 
parliament stated to have, been made in 1592, but Moro probably nado 
about 1600.2 They include Bruco'a non William Bruco of Sytabioter, 
various Orkney and Shetland magnates auch as Henry Sinclair of Tow- 
quoy, Robert Sinclair of Cznpeton, Thomas Cheyne of Vaila, John 
Sinclair of Toab, Magnus Cronarty of Cara, and, notably, Villiuza 
Irving of Sabay, Roberta former client. 
The earl of Caithness's enmity was moreover decisiva. In 
addition to a degree of inherited ill-feelings there was a more recent 
history of quarrelling between the earls on tke two aides of the Pentland 
Firth. Both had been charged to cease frc* feuding on 6 February 1599 
by order of the privy council. 
3 When Caithness Invaded Orkney, he 
found friends among the Stcwarts' enemies; the scan who secured for 
I. J xica Stewart of Gracmsay and )iarjorio sandiiands, 18 June/17 sort. 
1594 (, v, 624-5,636); Balfour of Hontquhany, 2 Mar. 1598 (v, 47- ); Robert Monteith of Egilaay, 25 Aug, 1603 (: iv, 408); 
Montquhany and Bruce of Qltnalindie, 21 Apr. 1603 (vi, 563); 
Ilonry Wardlaw, 1 Jean. 1607 (xiv, 598) 
2. Oppressir, ns, 101-3. 
30 j, v1 5`3. .. 
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him the handing over of Kirkwall Castle by the unhappy young Roberts 
Patrick Halcro, was a kinsman of Aobort'" old enetty, Magnus Halcro of 
Drough. 
The inference in all this would seem to be that whatever Patrick's 
abilities, he was not the politician his father had been, and he 
succeeded in destroying the basis of his support in the islands at the 
very time the crown was seeking to curb his power. Accounts of his 
extravagance, his difficult financial position in the early years of 
the 16th century and the undoubted sumptuousness of his building 
programme suggest that money may have been the major motive in his 
conflict with the 'lairds' of Orkney and Shetland. The opposition 
to Patrick of the latter as a class may have been balanced to a degree 
by support from smaller landholders, udallers and tenants, who had no 
reason to love the incomers - hence the support for young Robert's 
rebellion. Certainly the Orcadian supporters of Robert are said to 
have come largely from IIirsay and Harray in the West Mainland, acknow- 
le4ged by Storer Clouston to be the heart of tidal Orlmey. This is 
conjecture however. The possibility of a final answer must await a 
more detailed analysis of the politics of Scotland and the Net-them 
Isles around the turn of the seventeenth century. There are in any 
case allegations against Patrick of actions which, if true, would have 
roused just as much resentment among the earl's humbler vassals as did 
his behaviour towards the larger landowners. These charges -" stopping 
of ferries, forcing labour, particularly on his building projects, im- 
posing trade restrictions2 - are to reminiscent of some of the object- 
1. See Spottiswoode, Iiistory, W. '213; 'History of King James the 
Sexts 386= RCAI*IS Inv., 0&S, ii, -142; iii, 148. 
2. Criminal Trials, jfl783-$. 
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ions to the rule of his father and Bruce of Cultnalindie, that one 
is again inclined to question the legal basis of theca. It sa«as quite 
permLr aLblo to view them, not as crimes in thcasnlvcs, but as oppressive 
abuses of powers which the earls were perfectly entitled to exercise 
under the provisions of the law-book. If contemporary accounts are 
true, however, Patrick was not content with the more exercise (and 
abuse) of the Orkney earl's unusual power which had satisfied his 
father. Accounts of his retinue - the fifty musketeers who accompanied 
him to the kirk, the three trumpeters who sounded at hin dinner aid 
supper tableI - and the provision he made for them suggest that he 
sought to add to his position trappings of a king-like splendour. In 
attempting this he overreached himself and brought his father Robert's 
whole achievement down about his cars. 
1. History of Ring Jaks the Scxt, 386. 
7. ROBERT STEWART AND THE HISTORY OF ORKNEY AND SHETLAND 
'TUE glory of the Norse earldom.., was shorn away. The new 
Scottish earls were incomers; they looked on the islands as 
a mine with thin vöina of gold branching through it. The 
islanders, so that a planned spoliation could take place, were 
degraded to the status of beasts of burden. 
The worst of all these predatory Scottish earls was 
Robert Stewart ... He was the complete Renaissance nobleman. 
He had an exquisite appreciation of the arts, especially 
architecture. Palaces were built for him all over the islands... 
An architect of genius built these places. There were round 
turrets where the ladies sat with their embroidery; they 
looked out over a green courtyard wheee the earl's men vied 
at archery and wrestling. A whole ox could be roasted in 
the fireplace... Great stone jars of claret stood on the 
tables. There were flutes, fiddles, pavanes on the long 
summer evenings... 
The earl's palace stood there like a kind of blasphemous 
parody of the divine cosmos, with shrieks and fire underground, 
and banqueting and love on top, and in between the hosts of 
servants, the milk-maids, sty-keepers, cooks, brewers, who 
bore unquestioningly the burden of humanity. Thera was no 
sign of a Christian chapel in all these ordered exquisite 
harmonious dazined ztones'. 
1 
1. Browne Grete en_oe 1 88.9. 
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This is the view of the Stewart earldom of The Skarft a character 
in George Mackay Brown's novel Greenvoe. The passage quoted also 
contains furtherg equally imaginative references to a vomitorium, a 
torture'-chamber, and the cxercj. se of droite do seisneur. It is not, 
of course, intended that we should take this account at face value, 
for many reasons. The Skarf, in speaking of the earl's taste for 
architecture, mentions Kirkwall and Scalloway, and has plainly con- 
fused Robert with Patrick; the instruments of torture mentioned are 
said to have been in the cellar of a palace on Iollya, the wholly 
fictitious island on which the main action of Greenvoe takes place; 
and even within the story itself, the listener to The Skarf's reading 
from his manuscript, states 'it bore as much resemblanco to the truth 
as a cinder to a diamond, for the flame of prejudice had shrivelled 
it$. The listener was an Asian salesman, who presumably had little 
knowledge of Orkney history and simply recognised The Skarf's account 
for what it was. 
Nevertheless, Mr Brown's use of The Skarf's writing is signifi- 
cant. According to The Skarf, the scenes and actions he describes 
took place on Hellya, and in the course of Grete voe, iiellya comes to 
suffer an even worse fate at the hands of incomers. In RobertIs times 
the islanders were allegedly tortured, raped and forced to labour for 
the earl= in the twentieth century Hellya is stripped of the entire 
population whose peculiar identity has been explored in earlier 
chapters of the book and rendered uninhabitable by some unspecified 
but dreadful means connected in some way with Western security. The 
Skarf's view of Roberts though accepted even with the context of the 
story as extremely fanciful nonetheless strongly parallels the main 
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theme of G: ývoe, which c oncer na g aawng other things, the special 
, way of life of the islanders and its powerlessness in the face of 
. strong preerure from 'eooth'. 
This theme can be found in another of Ur Brown's works, though in 
this case1 he himself in telling the story and the island co unity's 
response to external threat iss altogether stronger. His account of 
St crdale is essentially a conflict between the Orcadian and the 
insurgent Scott 
The king of Scotland had ordered this invasion. He said that 
Orkney vas in a state of reboliion, and that the nest of rebels 
had to be smoked out and destroyed. 
It was a time when the Orknoymon were contused in their 
minds and loyalties. Their Tatherr had been Norse subjects 
who had suddenly found themselves thirled to the kingdom of 
Scotland. But they had hold on grimly to their own customs 
and language and laws; and so now did their song with a some- 
what weaker allegiance to 'the old song'y no. doubt. 
The Scottish lord docided that it was tiao for these 
smoulderings to be stamped out for good$*' 
Mr Brown Is not$ and makes no pretence of being, a historian. Indeed 
he says$ of one of his works, tThis book takes-its stAnd with the 
poets. I am interested in, tacts only as they tend and ecsturo, lilo 
I. frown1 'The Battle in the Hills', The Two Fiddlers, 47" 
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birds and grass and waves,, in the "gale of life" '. 
1 
However in both 
these examples of his storytelling set in the 16th centuryg he 
touches a theme which has been explored frequently over the years by 
historians of the Northern Isles - that of the pressure exerted on 
and the wrongs done to the islands by their large southern neighbour. 
Attacks on Scottish rule in Orkney and Shetland generally follow 
two approaches which are separate, though often taken together; 
firstly the legal dubiety, real or alleged, of many of the Scottish 
enactments concerning the islands and even of Scottish rule itself, 
and secondly the concrete examples of oppression laid to the charge of 
various Scottish governors of the islands. Robert features in the 
first approach largely on account of the questionableness of his 
first title to the islands; he is however the example par excellence 
as far as the second is concerned. Even his son's perhaps more evil 
reputation is balanced by doubts about its authenticity, not merely 
today, but by writers as early as Alexander Peterkin 
2 No-one sears 
ever to have been in any doubt as to Robert's pernicious nature, 
both as man and ruler. 
The legalistic treatment of Scotland0s relationship with the 
islands has a long pedigree and, fascinatinglyt has caused active 
legal controversy an late as 1961. Early attempts to treat of the 
subject in detail may be found in 'A Chronicle of Orkney and 
Shetland'3 and in Mackenzie's Grievances. The most trenchant may be 
1. i3rown, An Orkney Tapestry, 1-2. 
2. Peterkin, Notes on_Orkney aid Zetland, is 118-9. 
3. lbid., 81-144, 
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found in the introduction to the Oppressions by David Balfour of 
Trenabie, later printed separately as Odal Rights and Feudal Wrongst 
A Memorial for Orkney; Balfour unfortunately has been shown on a 
number of occasions to have an approach to factual evidence so 
cavalier as to suggest that some of his statements are virtually 
imaginary. i The latest airing of the legal complexities of the 
islands' history came during the case before the Court of Session con- 
corning the St Ninian's Isle treasure, in which the competence in 
Shetland of the Scots legal concept concerning bona vacantia and even 
of Scots Law itself were debated in the light of the old Norse laws. " 
However, it seems problematical whether much of this legal debate 
would have taken place had there not been a strong feeling among many 
observers that Scottish rule, whatever its legal basis% had not served 
the islands well. Even Barry, who was in no doubt as to the legality 
of Scotland's claim to Orkney and Shetland - describing Denmark's claim 
as 'founded originally on maritime usurpation' - was dubious as to how 
much advantage the islands had experienced as a result of the change 
of suzerainty. 
3 But the most interesting critical views regarding 
Scotland and the Northern Isles (though he talks only of Orkney) are 
those of Storer Clouston. He is less interested in the legal debates, 
more in the broad influence of Scotland on the culture and way of life 
of the islands. Here Robert again comes into his own as a malign 
influence. 
Clouston'e work on preparing the documentary ground for a study 
1. REO, P" xlvi. 
2. Smith, 'The Law relating to the Treasurefs St Ninians Isle and its 
Treasure, 149-166. 
3. Barry, History of Orkneys 232. 
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of the Stewarta is indispensable, but consultation of his historical 
narrative on, the subject has thrown up some minor frustrations. One 
concerns Euphemia Eiphinstone, Robert's mother, whom he describes as 
the 'frail lady' who bore the futuro earl, and as the chief authority 
for his exalted paternity. Another involves his statements regarding 
Isobel Brown, a lady to whom Robert granted land in Gairsay in 1574. 
No evidence has been found to substantiate Cloustonle comente on 
Buphemia'a physique or an any etatuicnt she may have made regarding 
her son's father. Isobel Brown is stated by Cloustnn to have been 
a former mistress of Robert, and mother of an illegitimate son by 
him, who was co-recipient with her of land in Gairsay taken from 
Nicol Oliverson{ no evidence has been found for these statements 
either. It in of course perfectly probable that Clouston has in mind 
sources which have escaped the present writer, but in any case there 
is nothing In the references which Clouston himself cites to warrant 
the conclusions he reaches regarding Isobel Brawn. 
These are small points, and it to certainly not intended here to 
snake any attack on Ciouston, whose work in many areas of Orkney history 
is in any case exemplary. But these two discrepAncies illustrate two 
things about him. The first is that, as Druco Dickens states, 
Clouston's 'strong; suit' WAS imagination. 
' Ho was after all a prolific 
novelist a considerable note in his time. Secondly, however, and 
more importantly, they perhaps illustrate that in his work on the 
Stewart earls he relied rather more heavily on that imagination than 
on the kind of cainstaking labour which produced the articles on tho 
1. Dickens, 'IIugh Marwick', Sacja ßcek$ xvii (1966-9), 1. 
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settlement of Orkneys on rural organisation, on aspects of the sagas, 
which underpin the earlier chapters of his Hisp. There seems little 
doubt that his enthusiasm for Orcadian history waned when his studies 
led him to the period after the islands came under Scottish sway - or1 
perhaps more accurately, after Suimnerdale. Besides the romantic 
picture that ho paints of that event, it is sionificant that of the 
many articles which he wrote for the Older Lore riiscellany and the 
Proceedings of the Orkney Antiquarian Society, relatively few concern 
topics of later period than Jasses Sinclair of Brecks. 
The reasons (and Clouston states them more or less explicitly 
himself) would seem to be twofold. In the first place, modern 
Orkney seemed to him a poor thing beside the islands of Orkne ºinga 
RMa and its contemporary epics: 
'On at least one reader of those sagas, the question has long 
ago forced itself on looking round Orkney to-days What became 
of that heroic age? How was it that high-born chieftain) shrank 
into 'peerie lairds' and their drinking halls into buts and 
bens? Why should the swords of the Vikirigs be beaten so com- 
pletely into ploughshares, and their eons go so regularly to 
kirk? There seems to be such a deep gulf fixed between the 
present and the past. Read a few chapters of the Orkneyinga 
Saga, and then examine an Orkney parish; it is like the 
contrast between a gale at sea and a calm upon a mill pond. 
Nothing. appears to connect the two. Those landmarks which 
in other places keep alive the memory of the past and carry 
back our imagination to it; the ruined castle, the moated 
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grange, the ancient timbered village houses, the immemorial 
oaks planted by'such and such a monarch, the baron or squire 
still representing some historic name and showing a charter with 
King Richardts or King David's seals those links are lacking 
here. It is as though the islands' past had dived over a 
precipice and became the present at the foot. '1 ` 
There are two points made here; the first is that the Orkney of the 
Norse giants has shrunk to a kind of modern bucolic placidity, the 
second that, though there'may be archaeological and documentary 
evidence of the intervening period, there is no continuity between 
the former and latter ages. Thus old Orkney becomes a kind of 
isolated historical entity, the'documen4s in the'Records of the Earldom 
of 0 rkm ey illustrating a period Of change with all the possible 
strands of continuity being gradually severed. 
It is indeed true, -as Clouston points Out, that there is an 
almost complete blank in the written evidence fromtthe mid thirteenth 
century to the early part of the fifteenth in Orkney history, and 
Clouston himself states that the Orkney which becomes visible at the 
end of that time is scarcely recognisable as the same area which 
disappeared from view at the beginning of it; 
2 but this does not appear 
to be what he has in mind. This is not the period when the great 
change took place - Clouston still feels able to characterise the men 
of Summerdale as 'the descendants of. Thorfinn's warriors', and the 
1. REOt P. xxx. 
2. Clouston, History of Orkney, 214. 
3. jzm, P. xlviii. 
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West Haitiland of that tine an 'the land of Torf Linar'a sword=ens 
whose, "blood and riots" still kept the sheriff busy for morn than a 
century after S-erdalel. 1. In fact for him tho decisive period in 
changing Orthey irrevocably in the sixteenth century, especially its 
second half. Ile gives the death of Patrick as the data that 'the 
history of the "country of Or1noy"" endl1 and the annals of a remote 
Scottish county begin' Orkney and Shetland after the Stewarta, 
annexed to the crown and leased to tackzsaen, shorn of their separato 
legal systc, completely isolated from their former overlord, worn 
of little account; but in Robert's tiuio it was still possible, as it 
had been in past centuries, for one clan to obtain 'almost complete 
control over the destinies of the islands and their whole inhabitants 
it was Robert and Patrick's misuse of that peculiar freedom that was 
the most decisive factor in making an end of old Orkney., 
Thin aaphasia on the Importance of tho later 16th century in 
changing the face of the Northern Isles demonstrates the second reason 
for Clouston's relative lack of interest in the later period - namely, 
his dislike of the increasingly strong Scottish influence to be found 
thew'. His lack of sympathy with things Scottish (a quality he shcres 
with socao of his predecessors) can perhaps be soon in his oddly 
English-sounding description of examples of the illustrativo relics 
of the pant that he so ciissos. His reason is not perhaps a genoral 
Scotophobia (though his treatment of Summcrdala shows 'a strong dash 
of what can only be called Crcadian nationalise) but more a strong 
1. Clouttton, history, 290. 
2* i bid., 329. 
3. Ibi., 300. 
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conviction that the Scottish influence has been generally pernicious 
'It may seem a hard thing to say, but certainly, to all visible appear- 
ances1 the first advantage Orkney ever gained from becoming part of 
Scotland was the privilege of becoming part of Great Britain'. 
I He 
does note points which might cause one to dispute this - Montrose's 
impressments1 the naval pressgangs (still a potent image in the 
popular mind in Orkney) and the comparatively slow spread to the 
Northern Isles of the supposed benefits of the Union of 1707, and ho 
freely concedes the point that it was, ironically, with the formation 
of 'Great Britain' and the relief of the islands fragt the attentions 
of Patrick that the old semi-independent Orkney and Shetland came to 
an end once and for all, 
In saying what he does about the relationship between Scotland 
and Orlney, Storer Clouston voices, a view common to this day to both 
Orlctey and Shetland, a suspicion of Scotland and a fear that her 
general interests may conflict with those of the Northern Isles. It 
is a view reflected today in the especial distrusttin an otherwise 
lukewarm country1 of the idea of a separate Scottish legislature. 
however, what maybe a perfectly reasonable apprehension when viewing 
modern political developments in Scotland results in Clouston's 
albeit invaluable historical work in a tendency to see the affairs 
of the North in the sixteenth century in too rigid nationalistically- 
defined terms, to ignore or play down the strong Scottish connections 
of such as the Sinclairs, to assume that the Scottish government's 
1. Clouston,, History of Orlaiey, 363. 
,. -is ý 
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note interest in government in the islands was that of keeping thaw 
quiet at any cost1 and to overemphasise what rcmainod of Norse 
influence. Thin would now to boa view which he has bequeathed to 
Hr Drown. It in no doubt true that Scotland's rulers had little 
understanding of the complexities of Orkney and Shetland's social t 
legal and political structure. However, to sae the problems of 
Orkney and Shetland purely in terms of 'Scottish misrule' is greatly 
to oversimplify what was an exceedingly complicated political picture. 
As we have soon, the forces involved were many and varied. First 
there was the crown itself, at times seaming to have a settled policy 
towards the islands, but in turmoil, with minorities, regencies, A 
civil war, an English invasion, and the reform of religion all 
blighting the possibility of organised and consistent government. 
Then there were the Sinclairs, at the impignoration and for about 
60 years afterwards the greatest of the Or ey families, fighting 
among themselves for what remained of the power they had lost, but 
gradually losing influence, especially after the death of Sir James 
Sinclair of Sanday. The church was another factor, at times a 
channel for Scottish royal power as it had seemingly been since 
before 1468, but only as strong as its bishops and, perhaps, its 
bishops' contacts at court; the contrasting careers of Reid and taws 
on the one hand, and of Bothwell and Andrew Painter an the other would 
sem to testify to this, and Botbwell4s experience rather indicates 
that ecclesiastical power could by an agent for other than royal 
aabition" Scottish incomers such as the ßellendens1 Bruces and 
Iialfoure helped to create a further disturbed political climate, 
while the older udal families suffered those pressures that feudalism 
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tended to exert whenever it came into contact with pockets of allodially 
held land. Finally there was the Danish crown1 its wearers still 
perhaps with some hope of fulfilling the promise in their coronation 
oath as kings of Norway by regaining control over Orkney and Shetland, 
but their voices groiing fainter throughout the period. 
JF 
Added to all these factors was an all-important confrontation 
of institutions and attitudes. This is seen'by Clouston and others as 
being between Orcadian and Shetlander on the one hand, and Scot on 
the other; but in fact it was a confrontation which had taken place 
from time to time in all the lands of the old Norse empire since the 
late ninth century -a confrontation between the power of local 
assemblies and that of centralising royal power. It is true that the 
Scottish element in Orkney and Shetland's special form of this crisis 
perhaps heightened the shock to the island communities; indeed it is 
evidence from Robert's time$ and especially the complaints against 
Bruce of Cultmalindie, which shows just how strong the contrast between 
Scots and Norse lair and culture really was. But if wo look outside 
the Northern Isles to their fellows in the string of territories 
between Norway and Vinland we find from quite early times variations 
on the same theme. Norwegian kings from Harald Fairhair onwards had 
sought to establish long lines of political power over the localities 
of Norway and the increasingly far-flung Norse lands. At the same 
time increasingly centralisod royal power was spurring emigration 
across the North Atlantic. 
I In the aid it was royal power which won 
1. See e. g. Laxdaela and Egilfs Sagas. 
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a victory of sorts, but it was Orkney and Shetland's peculiar fate to 
becomo subject to the direct rule of their nearest neighbour rather 
than that of Denmark, the power which gained control over their trad- 
itional suzerain. flow Orkney and Shetland would have fared had this not 
occurred is a matter for pure speculation. They would perhaps have 
escaped the Stewarts, but had the Danish kings obtained the control 
over the earls which they appear to have sought, the islands might 
well have fallen foul of the trade monopolies which bedevilled the 
other Norse territories and which, it has been suggested, actually 
killed off the early colonies in Greenland. 
i 
However, while attempting to caution the student of Orliey and 
Shetland history against accepting uncritically the somewhat simplistic 
traditional analysis of the relationship between the Northern Isles 
and growing Scottish influence, it is still very easy to see why 
such a view is so persuasive, and nowhere more so than in the case 
of Robert Stewart. 
With a period of rule tauch longer and better documented than 
that of the raýacious Menzies of Weems and with a character free of 
questionmarks which hang over that of his son Patrick, Robert's 
reputation has been uninterruptedly odious from his death to the 
present day. Provost Craigie's allegation in the 17th century that 
he destroyed the charterchest of Kirkwall has been mentioned, but 
perhaps the first general posthumoue description of his doings came 
1. The Vinland Sagas, 21-2. 
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from bishop Graham. Writing lass than 50 years after Robert's death,, 
in a passage since quoted by many scholars, Graham said of hiat 
'... Robert Erle of Or1ney.. * obteyned a few of Orlmay and 
Shetlands and thairupon intendit to atres the Udillandis sic 
probably a mistake for Udi llaris1, and augment a rental on theme 
their landis. He ceased fra it, and found ans uther way to doe 
his turne... [he exchanged lands with bishop Bothwell and became] 
bishop in cmibus and set his rental of teynds upon these 
Udillendis abovo the avails, yea triple above the availe'. 
1 
This passage indicates that the contemporary causes for complaint 
against Robert were still well remembered in the 1640s. At the 
beginning of the following century Brand, an observer presumably loss 
well versed in the events of Robert's time than bishop Graham, none- 
theless had &-poor opinion of the earl. Besides noting the supposedly 
treasonable inscription concerning Robert's building of the palace of 
ßirsay, he also deplored a further motto set above Robert's arms 
sic fuit, ost, at anti 
'which was a piece of too great arrogancy for any Haa to aasumo 
that unto hinseif, which properly belongs to the son of ODs 
whose wise Judgement is not unworthy of our Remark, that now 
only it ctn be said of his House and Family now extinct, eia 
faits which that great king Nebuchadnorzar knew to his exper- 
Lencos That those who walk inpride_ God is able to abasol. ` 
1. Poterkin, Rennttarlss iii, 20--1. 
2. brand, A Brief Description of Orkney, Zetlend, etc., 31. 
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One feels perhaps that it was not merely the ill-chosen quotation 
which antagonised Brand, but Robert's reputation in Orkney which had 
formed Brand's opinion before he ever set eyes on the palace. 
Subsequent accounts have been scarcely more flattering. 
Looking back on what has been written in earlier chapters, 
therefore, it would appear that the hitherto general view of 
Robert's character must still hold. The task of this thesis, has 
thus been to illuminate rather than rehabilitate. It may be suggested 
that much has been found to illustrate the career of the earl, his 
influence an Orkney and Shetland, his relations with the Scottish 
court, whith fellow-Scots in the Northern isles, and with his own 
relatives. Some points of belief may have been corrected, our 
1e owledge of others broadened, but in the end any re-asses m ent of 
Robert's character finds itself reaching generally the same con- 
clusions as Clouston and Balfour, despite reservations about some 
of the interpretations of the former, or about. the factual basis 
for some of the assertions of the latter. 
APPrNDTCES 
I. The Date of Robert SttMart'a Birth 
Robert Stewart attained his 14th birthday sorge time botw en 14 February 
15479 the date of the last recorded grunt of Holyrood lande by him 
with Alexander ltyln an coadjutor (Holyrood Chrn*q 262.. 3), and a date 
shortly before 4 June 1547 when Alexander Strang, macer, was paid for 
executing a charge on him in his own name, (TAB ixe 80). 
This would suggest that he was born between 14 February and 4 June 15339 
TMz peric4 can perhaps; bo narrowed to 26 February-2 June 1.533o sinCo 
Robort was not included In his father's first petition to the pope on 
behalf of his none an 26 February 1533* The first contemporary ref- 
erence to his existence was on 30 August 1534, when the papal dis- 
pensation setting aside the birth defects of four of the Idngtx 
illegitimate sons referred to him an being in his first year, OloraX 
P&2*rx OW)v vis 670)e It we accept that fin his first year$ means 
that at the time of drafting he had lived less than one your, then 
thin would suggest that he was born xcme time after 30 August '1533* 
11owevers it would seem likely that the drafters of the dispensationt 
in describing the young Robertle ageg merely copied the description 
from the original petitioning letter. If truat this would put the 
carlicxt data for Robert's birth back before August 1533* Other PA. Pal 
petitions by James received replies dated in Roma at differing periods, 
of time after the letters which solicited them* The king's letter con- 
cerning the possible divorce of Margaret Erskine was written in April 
15369 (Andrew Langg Histo! Z of Scotland% it 433-40)l and a reply van 
sent on Juno 30 the same year Wm. es V Lettereg 320)* James's appeal 
for leave for Alexander Hyln to set the lands of 11olyrood in tacks 
dated 5 Juno 15409 Ubid. 9 399)1 was given consent by a brievo of 22 Augustj (ADCPj 512)0 2-3 months would new therefore to be a reason. 
able lapse of ti a between a letter in Edinburgh and its reply in Rome* 
Tile diSlAnsation of 30 August might therefore have been in answer to a 
letter written In early June* If we may stretch the period of tima 
between letter And reply - becauset for examplal the letter van actually 
adding another son# Robert, to a request already made on 26 February 
1533 (Flemings The Reformation in Scotlande 213-5)9 or that the Pope 
had misgivings about how the Ring was going to act on t1its dispensation 
then we arrive at a date for Jamools letter of April or May 1533* Thin 
would narrow the period within which Robert's birth falls to 26 Feb- 
ruary-lato May 2533a, 
The only piece of evidence so tar uncovered which falls to agree with 
this is the reference to Robert's being in his fifth year in a letter 
fron his father to the pope seeking the conmenda of the abbey of holy- 
rood for his eon ' (Jftmes V Letterer 357), This is dated 16 December 
153ßi and it we take the phrase fin his fifth year$ to mean that be 
was at this time less than give years old, as was done earlier, then 
tho date of-his birth tit have been on or after 17 Dccembrcr. 1533" 
The anw. rer to this appears to lie in the rather loose phraseology 
used at this period when referring to ago. For exan plo, the and of 
AlaxAndor Z1yln's supervision of the administration of the tlolyrood 
lands was to be when Robert reached 'the xiiii year of his ago' which 
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given Scottish practice regarding majority must mean what we would 
understand by the onset of his fifteenth year. The same would appear 
to apply to the reference just quoted, but not to the phrase as used 
in Robert's legitimation, because if the foregoing evidence and infer- 
ences are correct, then Robert Stewart could not have been born on 
the date this would suggest. It seeua more likely that what is meant 
in this case is that on 16 December 1538 Robert Stewart was more than 
five years of age. That being no, the doctmient is no longer at 
variance with our conclusion regarding Robert Stewart's age, though 
unfortunately it does not enable us to define any more narrowly the 
date of his birth. 
It should perhaps be emphasised that the question of age in general 
does not appear to have been treated with any accuracy at this time, 
and certainly not by James V with regard to his sons. Besides the 
apparent minor in consistency regarding Robert, there is a more obvious 
error involving John. In the ldng's letter to the pope of 5 April 
1541 requesting for the boy a pension from the see of Orkney (J=es V 
Letters, 423)9 John is stated to be 'in his seventh year or there- 
abouts'. Even the king appears to have recognised this as an error, 
as a letter of the same year regarding the commends of the priory of 
Coldingham (James V Letters, 426-7) stated that 
he was 'about nine'. 
Later accounts of Robert Stewart's age given, for example, in the 
periodic descriptions of the Scottish nobility in English 
diplomatic 
correspondence (Letters of John Colville, 322-3; CSP Scot passim 
appear to be estimates only. Archdeacon Craven gives 1537 as the 
date of birth (History of the Church in Orkne s 58) and this error is 
repeated by Hugh Marwick Orkney, 95 . Unfortunately, neither author 
cites an authority for this date. 
2" The Illegitimate Sons of James V 
Biographical details are available for three of James's illegitimate 
sons: James secundus is the subject of a full-scale biography in 
Maurice Lee, James Stewart, Earl of Moray; John's career is described 
in Mark Dilworth, 'Coldingham Priory and the Reformation'. (IR' 
xxiii, (1972)9 126); Robert secundus has some details given for him 
in Gordon Donaldson, 'The Bishops and Priors of Whithorn', (T'DGNIIAS, 
3rd series. xxvii (1950), 147). 
Letters of both James senior and John can be found in Correspondence 
of Mary of Lorraine, and Robert secundus in The Corres_ponden c_of 
Sir Patrick Waus of Barnbarroch, although not as many as might at 
first appear in the latter instance, Mince the index to this work 
treats both Roberts as one. There are references to John's education 
and authorship in Donaldson, 'Stewart Builderst The Descendants of 
James V. (The Stewarts, xiv, 116), and there are notable references to 
James senior in Selections from the Records of the Regality of Melrose 
(SÜS, 1917 . 
The two most obscure of James's sons are James tertius and Adam. Tho 
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references to James tertfus are such as to make it virtually certain 
that he died in Infancy. The t1r4t reference to his existence in an 
'the Idngia son with Cristiane Berclail in 1533 (TA, vil ISO* On 
', IS October he was included in a remainder of the lands of Douglang 
after James secundus but before Robert* This uay suggest that he was 
older than Roberto Thera In a reference to provision for him In 
1534 (TA, vie 196) and finally he was include4 in a remainder of the 
lands 7fr Taniallon In 1.536s thin time after Robert,, The fact that he 
was not included In the legitimation of 2534 suggests (rather an does 
the omission of John from the remainders) that he was not in good 
health. Ilia health may later have improved somewhat, but it soc=s 
fairly obvious that he died in or shortly after 1536o 
Adam Stewart Is Generally statod to have been the son of Halanor-. 
(sometimes referred to on Elizabeth) Stewart, daughter of Johng third 
earl of Lennoxj though it has not been possible so far for the present 
writer to find a primary source stating this explicitly. The beat 
that can be done to establish the relationship to to note the various 
pieces of evidence for a close connection between Adam and J=ca V1 
(see below) and also the statement In a papal dispensation for 11clenor 
Stcwartla marriage to Johng tenth earl of Sutherland 'Jacobus ! juintus 
qui irsam Eleonoram carnaliter-coDnoveratt (Fraser, The Sutherland 
Dookl 108n, )o (It may be that this dispensation given more explicit 
recognition of Adam as Helenorts song but it has not proved possible 
to examine the original). A reference to the Winburgh Commils9ariot 
Testaments an a source has so far proved mysterious (Dunbar, Scottish 
Kings, 239)o The data of his birth Is un1,7. own (thoughs an will be 
eucaesteds he was probably younaer than Robert)o 
In the Scots Peerage and other works he in invariably referred to as 
'Prior of the Qiarterhouso of Perth1q but none of the evidence dating 
from his lifetime suggests that he ever WOW this dignity; the first 
reference to him as prior occurs on 3 April IM, two years after his 
death (Rsst Vitt no-1003)- He did however receive a pension of C. 500 
iier annum from the fruits of the Charterhouso on 17 Novcmber 1561 (115SO 
v, no. 915)t and in thlikeAfter designated pensioner on several occasions 
(Reg* Deeds (Ist series)i v, 1291 Ixt 451)o The contracted form of 
the word Oponsionert xems very likely to have been read as 'prior' 
by a lattr copyistj and the error perpetuated in the privy seat registere 
It is, morcovers difficult to see whern he could have been prior. Simon 
Callown, la named as holding this office in 1544 (James VI Hospital 
Nunes SRO GD-79/2/58) mid eight years later, In 15P. 19 Adam For=i is 
so described, The latter was In office In 1567l when he received 
licence to go abroad (LSS, vs no-3435)o This licence discharged all 
pensions given from the . teinds or: frufts of the priory land specialte 
the ponsioun grantit thalrof to Adam Stewartooot In neither thin 
document nor In that Granting him his pension In Adam Stewart des- 
ignateds either as prior or as natural son of the late kinq% though 
the latter does describe him an Ircmaning at Perth'o Forman was- 
escheated in 1568 for non-compearance before regent and lords and 
the gift of his escheat was granted to George Ralfourg son of Andrew 
Balfour of 1-1ontquhanny LI. Z. S59 vis no*297)- Balfour was still des- 
Ignated commcndator of the priory As Into as 1588 (James VI Hospital 
Mun-v SRO GD*79/6/-'0-2)- In fact the only reference to oiy office 
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in the priory hold by Adam Stewart in his lifetime occurs in the 
Exchequer Rolls for 1560 where, in the account of Thomas Scott, 
custumar of Perth, he in 'alledged to be factor thereof' (ER, xix, 109). 
There are several references to Adam Stewart's pension from 1562 ong 
in none of which is he designated (Thirds of Benefices, 40 and no 531 
90,155; UPC, i, 250). In 1565 he concluded a contract With 
Adam Forman whereby he assigned his pension from the priory to Forman 
in return for which Forman himself would pay the pension 'until 
further order be tane on the ecclesiastical benefices' (Reg. Deeds, 
viii, 61). The pension was officially abolished in 1567 on Forman's 
departure abroad, but may have been already in abeyance at that timet 
since when Balfour renewed it on 31 Aug. 1568 (R SS, vi, no. 463), it 
was said not to have been paid for 'divers' years. Why this was is not 
known, but coupled with the changing fortunes of Adam Forman, it might 
have resulted from changes at court; if Stewart had been out of 
favour with the queen for some reason, then her abdication and 
replacement by Moray's regency might have served to mend'his fortunes. 
On 18 October 1570, commendator Balfour granted him, as 'one of the 
brethren of the said place [the Charterhouse]', an additional pension 
of f400 (RSS, vi, no. 963). Why he did this is not known, but about 
eighteen months before there had been reference to his 'urgent and 
grete meid' in allowing Balfour to redeem half another pension to 
Adam of 400 merks (origin unknown) by payment of a lump sum of 800 
merks (16 Apr. 1569, Reg. Deeds, x, 193). This deed, as was customary, 
Adam Stewart agreed to register in the books of Council and Session; 
however, he did not do soy and he made no response to letters raised 
by Balfour to compel him. In the end Balfour was permitted to 
register the deed himself,, on 13 March 1570. 
Adam Stewart appears therefore to have been altogether out of sight 
at this times and in view of later evidence it is-tempting to con- 
Jecture that he was now In Orkney. Howevert when he is first mentioned 
in connection with Robert's northern affairs, he is in Edinburgh. On 
I Nov- 1572 he witnessed a contract between Robert's servants William 
Elphinstonel John Dishington and James Hayq and two of his Edinburgh 
agentas James Marshall and William Menteitht concerning the sale of 
Orkney produce (Reg. Deeds Ost series), xj 211). This was the firstt 
and only, reference to an involvement by Adam in Robert Stewart's 
affairs. Three years later, howeverl on 20 June 15759 he died in Orkney 
and was buried in St Magnus Cathedral (RCAHMS, Inv* 0& 59 132)o His 
tombstone was raised by Idomina do Halcrol - Barbaraj one of his 
several childreng who had married Henry Halcro of that Ilk. What he 
was doing in Orkney has so far proved inexplicable. Presumably he 
arrived there as a result of his brother's influence% though his 
purpose is mysterious. The marriage of his daughter to an Orcadian 
suggests that he may have taken members of hin family with him, but 
his wife's testaments registered in the Commissariot of Edinburgh$ 
contains no reference to Orkneys and entries in the inventory$ as 
well as designations of witnesses, suggest that at her death in Jan. 
1606 she was still an inhabitant of Perth (Edin. Tests$ SRO CC. 8/8/41). 
No contemporary reference of any kind to his being in Orkney has so 
far been foundt and in the absence of further material the matter 
must rest. 
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Not only is Adam's connection with Orkney mysterious, however-, his 
relative obscurity in also* There in little doubt of his connection 
with the royal family* On 6 Oct. 1571, his pension income was 
assigned to other sources an a result of legislation concerned with 
assumption of thirds of beneficesl which had caused the pension's pre- 
vious sources to be appropriated LRSSI vil no. 1303)- In this document 
he was accorded the epithet of his majesty's Olovit'. After his death 
an 3 April 15779 hib wife was granted a pension of fifty pounds and a 
quantity of victual from the thirds of the Charterhouse not assigned 
to ministeral being 'gritlie burdynnit with mony bairnin and not being 
providit for' (RSS9 viij no. 1003). The terms of this gift were changed 
and the sum of money doubled on 11 April, one of the reasons for the 
assistance being that the 'bairnis' were *so tender of bluid unto him 
an his majestie, man be caLrfull that sum releif may be had unto thamel 
(RSS, vii 9 no. 2316) -Incidentally 9 these last deeds were the first to 
designate Adam 'prior* of the Charterhouseo 
Adam Stewart was apparently a monk at Perth, though an atypical one if 
descriptions of the standards of the Charterhouso in the years before 
the Reformation are accurate (e. g. Hoggt 'Sidelights on the Perth Char- 
terhousell 111, xix (1968)s 168). Formang the last true abbots was 
sufficientl7yýonscientious to spend the remaining years of his life 
after 1567 in exile% still in the service of his orders as prior of 
various houses on the continent, Stewartq on the other hands married 
and had several children., What is curiousq however$ is why Adam did 
not share in the massive appropriations of commendatorships which 
James V made on his sons' behalf. One reason which may be suggested 
is that he was probably born very late in his father's lifel and at 
the latter's death was well short of the age of five years at which 
James seems generally to have promoted his sons. Helenor Stewart's age 
is unImowns but if it was in any way comparable to that of her first 
husband - the earl of Erroll who died in 1541 at the age of 20 - then 
she might well have been too young to attract the king's attentions 
until late in his life. 
3. The Lands of Holyrood 
The best list of the lands of HolyrocO as they were about the timO of 
Robert Stewartls tenure of the commenda (1539-68) so far found is In 
a rent roll contained in the Book of Records of the Ancient Privileges 
of the Canongate (SRS9 1955), P. 40. It is undated$ but as it appears 
to show the lands entireq it must date from before 15879 when the 
church lands and baronies pertaining to the abbey were disjoined (APS, 
His 431)- It is a somewhat confusing document in that several terri- 
tories which pertain to the baronies are given the same separate 
itemized treatment as the baronies themselves aree For example$ 
Slipperfield to which the rental gives separate treatment was in fact 
part of the barony of Broughton (RMS, iv, no. 2380) -Despite the uncertain- 
ties, howeverl it seems to be the most complete list available. 
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4. Robert Steilwart1s Sojourn in France 
It In difficult to may with certainty what Robert Stewart did in 
France. While it to possible that he studied trider Peter na=us with 
his brothers, several things suggest that thin may not be the case. In 
the first place$ Nancols author of Petri Ramt Vita and one of the 
sources for the tradition of Ramust Involvement in the boys' education 
Is cited an saying 'Stuarto Scoti regin filio utriqual studied under 
the French humanist (D*Wo Doughtyt 'Library of James Stewarts Earl of 
Morayl 1531-701 IRs xxis (1970), 25) Doughty suggests that the use of 
the word Outriqual In this instance may mean that two sons were in- 
volvedl and that these two were John and Jamese It in possible that 
the Latin usage of the period might have been loose enough to acc - 
ndato the employment of the Outriques simply to mean 'each' rather than 
each of twos However, of the three brothers who went to France, only 
John and James had previously matriculated at the Wvcrsity of St. 
Andrews and if, as Maurice Lee suggests$ this meant that under the 
academic system of the time they were nearer the end of their courses 
than the boginning (Lee# James Stewartq Earl of MoraX 
.1 
18) then It 
would appear that their education had been carried to a considcrably r3ore 
advcLiced stage than Robert's before they went to Frances Thus the 
suggestion that only John and James studied under namus in given more 
credence* Doughty muainez the evidence for namu I influence on Jamon 
in his articles and certainly James's evident ability and decided 
religious views make a period under Ramus seem likely in his case. 
Johng a more shadowy figures in nonetheless said to have Published a 
book while in France Monaldsons *Stewart Builders: The Descendants 
of James V19 The Stewarts, x1vt 118)9 which suggests that he was of name 
learningg even it he lacked the character of his brother* 
In the end therefore, the only real evidence that Robert received 
attention from Ra ius Is that he was in France for educational 'urpones 
at the same time as his brothers and the case for his having been 
educated by Ramus must be found not proven. 
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A. The D©llendr'ri Family 
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(probably a near relative of Robert Be* abbot 
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C. The Sinclair Family 
William Sinclair, 
earl of Orkney 
m. 
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(2) Marjorie Sutherland 
(1) (2) (2) 
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6. Henry and Robert Sinclair and their wives 
It was Adam Bothwell's contentions in his letter to Archibald Napier 
of Merchiston$ dated 5 Feb* 1560 (Napier of. Merchist2n, 68) that Henry 
and Robert Sinclair - in their activities against himl were I instidat be 
the justice clerk9 quha maryet with thaime twa sisteris'. Mark Napier 
asm es that these were Bellenden's own sisteral and this assumption 
in followed by the Scots Peeragels entry relating to the Bellendens of 
Broughton. Howeverg there seems no reason to suppose from the context 
of the letter (which says no more &bout them than what has just been 
quoted) that these ladies were anything more than sisters of each other, 
though they must presumably have had some significant link with 
Bellenden for him to act as marriage broker for them* Given the 
evidence for the Identities of the hitherto mysterious Henry and Robert,, 
we L=ow Henry Sinclair's wife to have been Katherine Kennedy (RSS, vo 
no*1419)1 the name of the wife of Robert Sinclair in unfortunately 
unknown* Sir John BellendenIs wife% whom he married in 15546 was 
Barbara Kennedy, a daughter of Sir Hugh Kennedy of Girvanmains. It 
seems possiblet therefore, that Henry and Robert's wives were drawn 
from Bellenden's in-laws rather than his blood relatives. What is 
especially interesting$ however is that after Henry Sinclair's death 
around 1563$ Patrick Bellendens'the justice clerk's brother, married 
Katherine Kennedyq and appears virtually to have stepped into Henry 
Sinclairts shoes - even to the extent of taking over his lands. Al- 
though Henry Sinclair's designations in all references dating from 
his lifetime were eitherlof Strome# or tof Broughl, he in designated 
*of Eviel in a bond of maintenance granted 211 March 1588 by Robert 
to Sinclairts sons%-Williamg Edward and Oliver. By the terms of thiss 
Robert undertook% in return for service# to secure for them their 
heritage$ taken from them by their stepfather during their nonage. 
(Irvine of Midbrake Papersq SRO microfilm ref. RH. 4/35/388/40- 
This connection through the Kennedys isalso significant in that it 
draws Bellenden of Auchnoullj the Orkney Sinclairs and Robert Stewart 
himself together through marriage ties* Bellenden's wife was a grand- 
daughter of David$ first earl of Cassillist Robert's wife Jean being 
a daughter of Gilberts the third earl. Robert later strengthened 
these links through his friendship with Sir Patrick Waus of Barn- 
barrochs his brother-in-law and guardian of his zon Patrickj who was 
married to Jean Kennedy's sister, another Katherine. The family 
background of Laurence Bruce of Cultmalindielbýwifet Helen Kennedy$ 
is not known$ but it seems quite likely that she was of the same 
family* (See also Mooney, IKennedys in Orkney and Caithnesall POAS 
xt (1931-2)s 17-20). 
7. The Bellenden Correspondence 
The undernoted letters are now among the Bellenden papers in the 
muniments of tho duke of Roxburghe at Floors Castles the main line of 
the Dellenden family being among the dukets ancestors. The Roxburghe 
Papers are at present in the process of being re-surveyed (National 
Register of Archives (Scotland) survey no. 1100) and the letters con- 
stitute bundle no-1634. Besides theses the Bellenden papers c(xitain 
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a considerable body of other material relating to Orkney and Shetland. 
Except where otherwise stated, all letters are to Sir John Bellenden of 
Auchnoull, justice clerk and are dated at Kirkwall. 
1156719 Novo 16 
William Ilendersong concerning his problems in gathering Bollendenla 
rents from Orkney and Shetlands and Robertfs activities, including 
his arrangement with Gilbert Balfour regarding the sheriffship and 
the keeping of Kirkwall Castle. Patrick Bellenden has left the 
islands under a cloud. 
2. [1568]9 Feb. 4 
William Henderson, concerning further difficulties with the rents 
of the northern estates of Bellenden and his wife, also Robert*s 
affairsq including as yet obscure dealings between him and 
Dellenden and his dispute with Patrick Dellenden., 
3" [1568], Mar. 20 
William Henderson, concerning 
between Robert's men and thos 
the former and two of the lat 
for Bellenden0s assistance in 
and smoothing the differences 
and bishop Bothwell. 
a fight in St Magnus Cathedral 
of the bishop, in which one of 
er have been killed, and appealing 
settling matters, making assythement 
between Robert, Patrick Bellenden 
Date as no-3 above 
William Henderson to Patrick Bellenden of Stenness (Stenhous), 
stating that Robert Stewart believes him to be responsible for 
the fight in the cathedral and asking him to settle matters with 
Robert otharviso 'I pervaif na rest to you in this cuntrie'. 
5* Date as no-3 above 
Lord Robert Stewartj concerning the fight in the cathedral and 
seeking the justice clerk's help In effecting excambion of 
Robert's living of 1161yrood with that of the bishop and 
BellendenIs lands in Birsay for Robertfs barony of Kerse. 
6.115683s Har 31 
, fiord Robert Stewartj concerning the excambion and offering the 
Ju3tice clerk the bailiary of Kerse. lie is unable to come south 
without guarantees from his brother the regentq and believes that 
Patrick Bellenden has formed a bond against hims but in prepared 
to take him'back in favour for his brother's sake* Edmund 
Blacater and the laird of Beinstoun$ followers of Bothwell whom 
he had sent south for punishment$ have escaped* Although it was 
not Robert's fault he fears that the regent will suspect him* 
7- [15683v Apr. 26 
Lord Robert Stewart, concerning Patrick Bellenden and their 
disputet he seeks Bellenden's intercession with the regent to 
enable him to come south. 
301. 
C15681t June I (Scalloway) 
William flendersong concerning Robertis views on *the hall motyve 
and accasloun of the takyng of the kirk'q and naming thosewhom 
he deems responsible for plotting against him and forcing him to 
take the Istepill'* Robert in determined to hold on to what he 
has gained in Orkneyj and Henderson thinks it advisable for 
Bellenden to give Robert his support. 
9. iL5699 May 21 
Lord Robert Stevarts concerning his dispute with bishop Bothwell 
and Bellenden's part therein. In speaking of the escheat of 
John 11oustono Robert states that he understands that Bellenden 
is 'resolute ineuchtl in support of Robertfs pretence to quasi- 
royal power with regard to escheats. 
10. t5690 June 2 
Magnus Halcro of Broughl regretting the excambion between Robert 
Stewart and the bishop and bemoaning his fate. He looks for 
Dellenden's support in the faco of Robert's antipathy$ tho more 
so as he understands that Robert has received land which lies 
runrig with his own lands of Broughl if such a grant is per- 
fected fit will at schorttyme returne to my trublis and wrak. eel 
11.15699 June 5 
Lord Robert Stewartj he has sent Janet Livingston south to fetch 
his son Harry from Bellenden's custody. He has *put fraO him 
James Menteitht the man whom he understands is the main reason 
for the antipathy between'him and the justice clerkIs brother 
Patrick* Ile denies Adam Bothwellfs contention that his levidental 
constitute diminution of the rental$ and seeks to defend them at 
some lengthe 
12.15690 June io 
Lord Robert Stewart# concerning his dispute with bishop Bothwell. 
fie has written to the regent explaining his side of the case& 
lie will perform to Bellenden9s satisfaction all that he has 
undertaken with regard to the justice clerks but is concerned 
to hear that Bellenden's son Lewis has been infeft in the lands 
of Birsaye Ile also seeks Bellenden's help should James Menteith 
attempt to malts any 'complaint about him to the regent. 
13.15699 june, 11* (Holyroodhouse) 
Adam Dothýellj concerning various of his troubles$ including a 
case before the lords In which he is involvedt and disputes 
with the bailies of the Canongate. He seeks Bellenden's support 
in the case of the formers and also in seeking -'fo- summon- Robert 
and his chamberlain in order that they may settle up their past 
intromissions with the abbey of Holyrood. 
14.1569, July 8 (Edinburgh) 
Adam Bothwellj concerning the pressures of his creditors, and 
regretting Bellendents lack of assistanceo His servant William 
Bothwell has ýreturned from Orkney but due to Robertfs activities 
was prevented from taking up any of the bishops arrears' ... sua that I may be eittin up be my creditors9o Ile also makes 
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reference to his administration of the abboyl he Is seeking tho 
enlistment of the abbey canons In local pastoral workj a 
measuro reminiscent of bin reforming activity in the bishopric 
of Orkney* 
15.15699 July 24 (Dalquharrang Carrick) 
Patrick Dollenden of Stonness (Stenhous), concerning Robert's 
apparent atUmpts to settle the differencen'between them. Ito 
thanks both Dollenden and Robert,, but states that ho must be 
restored to his lands and offices in the north before he can 
make any promises of faith to Robert* Ile sends condolences to 
his brother an the death of his dauohter Katherinee 
16* 15699 September 26 (11olyroodhouse) 
Adam Bothwell, largely concerning the troubles of hin adminis- 
tration of the abbeyj however he thanks Dellenden for a letter 
written to Orkney concerning his dispute with Robert, and socks 
further approaches from Dollenden on the matter. 
17-, 1569% September 227 (Holyroodhouse) 
Adam Bothwell$ largely concerning confrontation with an angry 
craird of Canongate burghers concerning carriers of the plaguel 
though he also discusses Bellendan's advice to consult lwyis 
men' concerning his troubles with Robert* 
is. 1569, October I (Holyroodhouse) 
Adam Bothwell, Hin-servant William Hay has come south from 
Shetlandq but was not very successful in securing arrearaq as 
they had all been taken up by William Lauder$ Bothwell's 
chamberlain there* However Robert has sent Lauder south with 
his own servants and Bothwell intends to seek redress frow 
, 
him-because 'James Hay sayla (? me) that the honest mean off 
Orknay schow him that William's wilfulness in uptaking boll for 
boll hen caussit me to ludf samekle restln*4014 
19. '15699 October 3 (HolyroodhouseY 
William 130thwello Ile has received 13allenden's letter instructing 
him to pass to Orkney to gather BothwellIs arrears* Ile wishes 
William Rynd to be created officer no that he may poind and 
distrain where necessary, and also that charges be made to 
]Robert *till caus me be abayit and assurit of the rests***'* 
6.00 15u9s Octobar 6 (11olyroodhouso) 
Adam Bothwell$ concerning 'William Bothwell's trip to Orkney to 
collect arrearns He intends to send Malcolm Sinclair an 
officer with Bothwell$ and seeks Bellenden's influence with 
Robert to ensure that his business be not Iretardit'. Ho 
grieves greatly to be so much in debt $be the wicked using of my 
cl-almerladial and asks assistance in prosecuting William Lauder. 
210 15699 October 14 (Ilolyroodhouso) 
Adam Bothwall, commiserating with Bellenden that CLS a result of 
events in Orkney son ather eyid we ar in that povertle that 
nather of us may help uthcr$. Ballenden9s distress is more 
grievous to him than his own. Ho Imaq however,, succeeded in 
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compelling William Lauder to subscribe accountag and seeks 
Dollendenlo, anxistance In 1)rocuring from the regent a grant of 
arms to enable a messenger to further their business in the northe 
22.15699 October 17 (Edinburgh) 
Ad&= Dothwollj discuzsing what appears to be Robert Stawart's 
letter to Bellenden of 5 Juno 1569 (noelt above) 1quhilk how 
praiudiciall war to me your Lordship in wyls anewch to coneVaer 
saing that he can be content of na thing bot that quhilk wil 
wralk the small heretago that I hafesole Wine men that lie has 
consulted do not think Robert's documents legally compatentl 
and he has =ado out certain charters of his ownt those he wishes 
Dellenden to so* before the next ship passes away north. Ile 
again seeks Bellenden's assistance in the creation of an officer 
of ams. Ile has received an obligation from William-Aauaer, 
with Laurence Bruce of Cultmalindio and Andro Williamsons 
burgess of Edinburghv as cautionerne Ile also requests Dollendet-i'a 
help to got Ithe commission fra my lord regent to cognonco uPon 
the ministeris stipends*s and includes a list of lunpayttl kirks 
in Galloway pertaining to tho abbey of Itolyroode 
23. is699 October 30 (IlolyroadhouBe) 
Adam Bothwell, largely concerning his trouble In deriving income 
from the abbey lands In Galloway, but also mentioning again 
his desire for an officer of arms to be appointed to do his 
business in Orkney* 
T. ochentn and anprisinos in Orkney and Shetland under Robert Stewart 
NB. a+ - cowsworth; f =farthing; m on mOrkl not. " setting 
Name Reason Land Dato Reference 
Wi11ica Clouston Theft 1 p., Grime- 1.3.4.15711 
stun, Harray; 
3 m. in Kirb- 
ister, Orphir 
i tno in 6.1574 
IU=erl 
Unst 
REO, 291, no* 
clxxiv; Rentalss, 
ii, 26; Onp- 
ressi cros,; 
OSR' 193, no-70 





Sir James Suicide 
Sinclair of 
Sanday 
William Wish- Suicide 
art 
Sir David Suicide 
Sinclair 
Rj 195, no-71 
? 1575 oppressions, 9 
? °575 Op r ssionR, 9 
'1575 npEresa! one, 9 
304. 
N=O Reazon Land Date Reference 
Magnus 11alcrov ? Udall in Before nPCj iis 4839 517 
John Huirheads Gairsay 9*2*1576 
Nargaret, 
Sinclair 
William Irving Harbour- Movabl es Before Irvine of Mid- 
of Sabay Ing out- (RemittLNI) December brake PaPern 
law 1533 SRO rate MoV 
35/388/41 
Magnus Theft 51d in Bra. Before 
Sinclair of land bistcrt 3d 22.8.84 RM, 304, no. 
in Havollt clxxxvii 




Janet and Debt 5jd In 12.11.15M MO. 1609 no* 
Katherine Brought lxxiii 
11alcro and nousay 
their spousos 
Oliver Sinclair 'Crim- 2d in 19*101585 Me 305t no* 
inal Over cl=CvIit 
call as* Quholmo Id 
in Bowbracks 
id in Garson, 
Stromness 
Thomas floodle ? 2m, In 20*2*1585 11t0t 16.5-69 no. 
Plawsq South lxxiv 
TZonaldsay 
James and John 7 Udall in Bofore RM 311, no* 
Germinton Germiston 4.9.1587 cxcM 
James Corri- ? land in Before Storer Clouston 
gall, older and Corstong 4*991507 Paperst Orkney 
younger Harray Archivo, ref, 
D. 239 no*159* 
Magnus Begg 7 ? Before Morton Papordq 
Alexander Suth- 4#9-1587 SRO ref. ý, 





Name Reason Land Date Reference 
JAnct Lymor-, Raising lid land Before 
Gilbertj Ola% a march in Grot- 5-9-1587 Miscellaneous 
John Omani stone on setter* [Orkney] Paperns 
Magnust Jamon, king's St Andrews Orkney archive 
Margaret land refo D*8/3/1 
Grotsotter 
Gilbert 7 I-atd in Before Oppressionst 95-6 
Irving HOrriog 16#12,1587 
It= in Del- 
dallo lid in 
Brecksq lid 
in t1ldhouse, 
lid in 11urt- 




land in Sabay 
Alexander ned- Theft I me in Dalej Before RMI 3149 no* 
land, Harion 5 so In Dong 29*8*1583 Cxciv 
Sinclair Outer Strom- 
ness 
Simon Cur- Theft tenement Before Craven Dequest* 
setter in Xirlcwall 200801591 SRO ref. GD. 106/ at 
1510phen Fallure movables . Before 
Scarth of Breck- 
Angusson to return 20*1*15V. ness Hunimentaq 
spulziod SRO ref. GD. 2: L7/ 
goods 567 
Harry Voy, Debt -If in- 2 Before Rentals, tit 3 
miller Sandayq 1595 
Dearness 
Alexander Theft Zd in Brad- Before Rentals 111 39 6 
Patersons ustar; id In 1595 
Dynina Corner Midhouse, 
Dearness 
William. Mal Theft Ii set. Before Rentals iis 13 
mailing in 1595 
Heal . 11ola 





N=o Reason Umd Date Reference 
ITho Lar- Theft Cm in Before Rentals, i1q 26 
quoyin, Urquoys 1595 
Orphir 
IThe Sinclairs' Theft Im in Before nentalat its 27 
I QvC. -1yro 1 1595 




'The Aikers' Theft 21m in Before nentalst it,, 27 




'The Witchý /an in Be- Before Rentals it, 27-3 
gutherlandzl craft north the 1595 




John Libk- Theft Jd in Before Rentals its 34 
later, j William Knaraton, 1595 
Marston Harray 
John Unk- Theft id in Before nmtalnl it, 34 
later Ifirbister i .0 wp.,? Harray; l f 
in Sabistan# 
Birsay 
Edward TulloCh Debt Id in Before nentaln tit 35 
and his Wife 131mbister 1595 
Robert Neso Witch- 11f in Before Rentals, it, 38 
craft Ireland$ 1595 
Stenness 
James flow in Theft Im in Before Rentals, tit 41 
Ellie Inner 1595 
Stromness 
Sinclair in Theft Id in Before RtnitalsIg tit 42 
Cafea Meafca) Outer 1595 
Strotiness 
Elspet Mar- WLtCh. Id in Before Rentalp tit 43 
setter craft Vasbisterv 1995 
Sandwick 
30716 
Nene neascn Iand Date Reference 
7 Theft Id in Before Rentals tit 43 
Yevnabyv 1595 
Sandvick 
William Link- Tbeft half of Before Rentals, tit 49 
later in Sanday Warth, 1595 
Sandwick 
? Heggrie Theft If and tow- Before Rentals$ tit 50 
mall In 1593 
Birsay 
Thoma's Gyro Theft jd` in Before Rentalts H9 50 
Harwickg 2595 
I ay 
John How Theft Iff in Before RentaIRS its 50 
Marvick, 1595 
Birsay'! 
Robert Gyro and Theft$ if in Bafore Rentals it,, 50 




James Gyro Debt %if in Before Rentals$ it, 50 
Marvicko 1593 
Birsay 
AdAm Moir 7 Id in Before nentalso tit 50 
labister, 159.5 
Dimay 
Andrew Merriman 7 11 Ad in Before nentalia, it, 50 
Isbister, 1595 
Birsay 
Hichol Sclater and 7 2-d in Before JRentals, tit 51 
his wife Sabiston, 1595 
Birsay 
Alexander Dass 7 Id in Before Rentalel tit 60 
Hawag 1595 
Evie 
Anne Harsetter Witch- im in Before nentalst ILI 64 
craft 11acklandq 1593 
Rendall 
308. 
Name Reason Land' Date Reference 






Oliver Sinclair Theft id in Before Rentals, Lit 94 
Ronaldsvoe 1595 
Jonet of Cara Witch- 20d in Before Rentals, 
Lit 94 
craft Ronaldsvoo 1595 
Adam Begg Suicide 8 set. Before Rentateg iis 94 




$The Copelands' Theft in land Before Rentals, lit 96 




John Thomson Suicide 20d in Before Rental8s Lit 97 
Marsetter j 1595 
South 
Ronaldsayj 
if land in 
Serrigar 
Alison Margarets- Witch- Icw in Before Rentals% Lit 103 
dochter craft Thurvoes 1595 
Walla 
309. 
9. Robert Stawartle Servants and Followers 
The following list consists principally of persons who waited on 11obert 
Stewart during his period as feuar and earl of OrUney. flowevers in the 
course of research$ material was also uncovered relating to Robert's 
attendants in earlier periods of his career, and this has been 
included. The dates in brackets after certain of the names denote the 
years during which the individual is known to have served Robert 
Stewartj in cases where the entry is not short enough to make this 
obvious. 
AIKMAN, Mathew. Described (with Henry Balfour,, Edmund (Edward) and 
Patrick Blackadderg James Crosbyl John Hume, Alexander 
McCullochl Robert Stevenson, David Willieg David Cathcart, 
qq. v. ) as one of Robert*s 'household men and feallist, accused 
of piracyg their prizes including nine 'great shi7-, s laden with 
precious gear - to a value of more than LIOO900009 and two 
English ships taken in Shetlandq one of which Robert kept Ito 
his awn commodity19 C-1570-4 (Oppressionsg 4). 
ANGUSSON, David (1590-2). Designated servitor in privy seal gratit 
20-1-1592 of escheat of father, Stephen A. 9 at horn at insta; ice 
of William Halcro of Aikers (q. v. ) for failure to return goods 
Ispulzeit' from house of Warsetters Sanday (Scarth of Breckness 
Mun., SRO GD. 217/567). His father had already assigned him 
lands in Sanday, 10-8-1590 (Traill Dennison Papers$ box 59 
no-7) and he was infeft in lands there at Robert's instance, 
23-7-1592 (1bid*j box lk, no. 9). 
AUCHINLLCKI Thomas (1576-93). Notary. Born 1550 or 155, (Prot. Bk. 9 
SRO NP. 1/36), son of James A. in Perth. Admitted notary 
6.1-1576, For two years professional life spent in Porth 
and Angusl protocol book containing entries dated'at Dundee, 
Montroses Bamff and elsewhere May 1576-June '1577. After latter 
date no details of whereabouts until 25.9-1585 when he notar- 
i6ed instrument in favour of Laurence Bruce of Cultmalindie 
(q. v. ) atiinstance of Andrew Hawick of Scatsta of land in 
Sdatsta (Prot. Bk. f-13). Thereafter increasingly busy all over 
Orkney and Shetland throughout lifetimes of Robert and Patrick. 
First recorded designation as servitor of Robert 6. it-1586 when 
acted as notary in tack by earl to Thomas Swinton of land in 
Rennibister, Firth (Fea of Clestrain Hun., SRO GD-31/2). Witness 
to many of Robert's grants9 including charters to Magnus Cursiter 
of that Ilks 30-5-1587 (REOs 309, no. cxc0j Jerome Tulloche 
chanter of Orkneyv 29.8-1-586 (Ibid-s 314l no. cxciv) and 
Alastair Banks (q. v. ) 20.8.1591 (Craven Bequestj SRO GD. IC6/81L). 
His -orotocol book includes sasine in Robert's favour following 
confirmation in his lands by kingg 16.5.1589 (ff-15-7) and 
several other deeds involving earl. He was in Shetland July 
1587 and July-Oct. 1589; during spring of last of these years 
he-was souths presumably on Robert's busindsolvith John 
Caverton of Shapinsayq Alexander Kincaid (qq. vo) and others. 
lie died 5.4.1612, his testament designating him IC-, mmissary of 
Orkney (0 & SýTests. j SRO CC, 17/2/2). 
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Other refxs 28.6.1587 (REOS 3101 cxcii)l 24.9.1588 (lbide, 
314 cxcv)l 7-4-1589 (RMSt vi# no. 1312); 9-4-1589 (Cr-"en 
Beq*9 SRO GD. 106/338)1-27-12.1591 (Eng vq no*1994)1 12al0a 
1592 (lbid,. * vq no*2191)* 
BAIFOUR, Henry. See Aikman, Mathew* A Henry Balfourg possibly 
relative of Gilbert Balfour, is noted an one of the devisers 
of the murder of Darnley (CSP Scotj iis 321)- See also Black- 
adderg Edmundo 
BAIFOURj James* Obscureq but presumably played part in Robert's 
first expedition to Orkney* as awarded pensiong with GýIbert 
Balfourl from lands of Whitekirkl at same time as nruco of 
Cultmalindie and parson of Penicuik (qq. v*) (Roxburgh Munot 
aPP- 79 noel)* 
DAUX99 Alastair (1591-3)a Probably servant$ though not explicitly 
designated as such* Robert granted him and spouseq Katherine 
Goodq Kirkwall tenement evicted from Simon Cursiter tfor thift' 
20.891591 (Craven Beq* SRO GD*106/81) and owed him C30 Ifor 
his fie$ at time of his (Robert's) death 4.2.1593 (Edine Test#* 
SRO CC-8/8/30)9 
BATHOK9 George* Witnessed (with John Shawq q., vo) tack 10-7-1577 by 
Robert to Grizel Stewart his illegitimate daughter and Hugh 
Sinclair of Strome her prospective xpouseo Document in dated 
at Linlithgow and neither Bathok nor Shaw are elsewhere 
mentioneds so it must be assumed that they served Robert for 
his period in ward only (Ribbert-Ware Collection (Society of 
Antiquarian of Scotland)j no. 569). 
BELL9 Adam (1566-77), Chamberlain of Holyrood : from some time after 
26.6*1566 (Acts and Decreetst xxvi 335)o 19.9.1566 represented 
Robert before privy councill with David McGill (RPC% it 571) 
witnessed pension by Robert to Balfour of Pitter; d--Mch (E21 
rood Chrset 301)* Remained chamberlain until at least 20-3-1568 
(RoXburgho Mune aPP-, 7 no-3), but no longer so designated after 
Adam Bothwell became co=endator of Holyrood, However still 
deoitýaatod servitor to Robert when witnessed obligation by 
Bruce of Cultmalindiet 18.4.1573 (Rego Deeds (lot series), 
xiis 130); witnessed obligation by Bruce to Robert as late an 
30.4.1577 (Acts and Decreetxq 1xviliq 92)o 
Other refs$ 1.11.1572 (Reg. Deeds$ x, 211). 
BLACK, William. See Mentoith, Patrick. 
BIACKADDER9 Edmund (col567-c. 1575). Almost certainly same person an 
Edward Blackadderdescribed an one of Robertfs 'household men 
and feallist (see Aikmanj Mathew) and seemingly a leader. 
Also noted In 02pressions as recipient of Robert's bond of 
maintenance (e Referred to in Curia Admirallatux Scotiael 
as Is Patrick Blackadder (qv. )* Mentioned 4.1567 as one of 
Darnleyls murderers 'with the hands' (CSP Scott Ut 321). 
After flight with Bothwell, apprehended In Orkney by Robert 
311. 
and ostensibly sent south for punishment in custody of Tiobert 
Boswell and under surety of Gilbert Balfour of 1ý'estray; however 
set free by captors (Roxburghe Mun. aPij-79 no. 6). Complained 
of 16.1-701 23-3.719 in letters from king Frederick of Denmark 
to James VI following representations from town of Lubeck$ one 
of whose ships had been taken by him &A conveyed to Orkney 
(Deputy Keeper Reportsj 46th rep. 9 app. iij 23). Also named by 
Peter Fisher (q. v*)* merchant seamen interrogated by authorities 
in Edinburgh, as receiving Norwegian ship taken by other 
followers of Robert (CSP Scotl vt 24). 
BLACKADDER, Patrick. See Aikmanj Mathew. Possibly relative of Edmund 
Blackadder noted above, and probably also individual of that 
name noted passim in Curia Admirallatus Scatiae. 
BOYNE* Thomas. 'Principal captain' of Laurence Bruce of Cultmalindie. 
Probably arrived in Shetland with him. Reslonsibles with Henry 
Bruce (q. v. ) and others for court administration under Brucog 
and alleged to have acted both as procurator and judge in same 
case (Oppressions, 45). During Robert's visit to Shetland in 
1574 he appeared on assize in case against English merchant John 
Smith and his companions '(RPC9 iis 654). Said to have been 
slayer of Alexander Duff in Strathbogie and to have killed 
Patrick Windram in Robert's own presence. For this allegedly 
imprisoned, but released after six weeks and sent to Norway 
(Oppressionsl 8). Granted own escheat for slaughter of Mark 
Vondroum in Shetlands 19-71-1581 (RSSs viiit no-37) but at the 
same times mysteriouslyl his escheat was granted to his son 
Adams for Windram's death (Ibid., no. 40). lie survived this 
episode, howevers and continued to discliarge judicial functions 
under Patrick (Shetland Court Book, 49t 138)- He probably 
died March '1603 (0 &S Tests. SRO CC. 17/2/2 gives date as 16029 
but this disagrees with Court Book). His wife$ Janet Prattl was 
dead by 20-10.1623 (PRS Shetland,, SRO RS. 44/12, f-17). 
BROWN, James. See Menteith, Patrick. 
MOUN9 John. Servant* killed in attack an St Magnus Cathedral by 
followers of Robert seeking to wrest building from the 
bishop's menj high words to him from Adam Bothwell's servants 
said to have been immediate occasion of incident (Roxburghe 
Mull-9 aPP-79 no-3)- See also Henteith, Patrick. 
BRUCE, [? David]. Obscure% but subscribed endorsement of deed in court 
before Roberts St Peter's Kirk% Birsay, 23.2.1568 (RE01 116* 
no. li). Stated 3-10-1568 to be pensioner of bishopric (Acts 
and Decreets, xliij 340). Possibly relative of Bruce of 
Cultmalindie. 
BRUCE, Henry. Follower$ possible relative, of Laurence Bruce Of 
Cultmalindie, (q. v. ) Appeared with Thomas Boyne (q. v*) on 
assize's at Tingwall and Scallowayo Acted as justice and 
procurator in case against wife of Bartholomew Strang of 
Voeýgarth. Said to have assaulted Andrew Michaelson in 
Hollibuster for refusing to pay taxation for upkeep of Laurence 
Bruce's soldiers. Held assize in Sandness, 1576, and fined 
Nicholas Johnson six gudlings for telling him that he was more 
312. 
mindful of $winning geirl than he was regarding his soul 
(OýPýessfonsj 15-92 Eassim 
MUCE, James* Vitnessed tack by Roberts probably in Edinburghl 19.8.68 
(Holyrood Chro 1 161-2)s but mainly notable an follower of 
Laurence Bruce of Cultmalindie (qeve) in Shetland* Said 1576 
to have held court in Shetland while still unrelaxed at the 
horne Appeared'with Thomas Boyne and Henry Bruce, (qqvo) on 
assizes at Tingwall and Scalloway% where James Hathrew, burgess 
of Edinburgh$ grasped James Bruce'x hand and forbade him and 
his men to advance an Arthur Sinclair of Aith; (Oppressions, 
15-92 assWo Stated in excambion of 9.1568 to be pensioner 
of bishopric (Acts and Decreets, xllij 340)*. 
BRUCE, Laurencel of Cultmalindieo Robert's half-brotherl son of 
Euphemia Elphinstone and John Bruce of Cultmalindie. Robert 
was his curator (Acta Dominorum Concilli et Sessioniss xxixj 
80)9 and granted him charter of lands of Lochthrids 1.5-1559 
(RMS, ivs npo 1593)o 11 March same year granted bond to Helen 
Kennedy, his prospective spouseý concerning her tochergoods 
(Reg* Deeds (lot xerios)s iii* 241)o His wife's surname 
suggests that Laurence married into same family as Roberts 
Bellenden of Auchnoull, Waua of Barnbarroch, and Henry and 
Robert Sinclair. Granted letter 1.4-1567 to, pass with Robert 
to FranceARSS9 v, no-3387) and from then on was constantly 
involved In-Robertle affairs* Recelved pension from . Robert 
from lands of Whitekirk before 16.11-1567 (Roirburghe Munot 
app-79 no-1; Canongate Court Book# 134t 137)o probably for 
services in assisting Robert's expedition to Orkney. l7olool569 
stood caution with Andrew Williamson (qovo) for William Lauder 
that he would pay bishopric arrears to bishop Bothwell 
(Roxburghe Mines app*7, no922). In Edinburgh 1.11.1572 when 
stood caution with Adam Bell (qoye) for William Elphinstonal 
John Dishington and James Hay (qq. v. ) in contract for sale of 
Orkney produce_(Reg, Deeds (Ist. oeries), xj 211)* Granted fou 
of lordship lands of Shetland by Robert before 18, -4-1573 whens 
again in Edinburgh$ subscribed bond obliging himself to make 
just account of his intromissions (Reg* Deeds (lot series)l 
xiis 130)o 6.1574 present in Yell when Robert# on visit to 
Shetland, granted charter to Walter Donaldson alias Smith of 
land in Unst (OSR9 195g no-71)1 howeverg his 7a-lvitiex in 
Shetland receive far more comprehensive scrutiny in complaints 
of people of Shetland (Oppressioneg 15-92)* His fortunes 
suffered notable setback with warding of Roberts ho himself 
Al xift% having already been warded as early as 19-1-1575 (T 
93)* The Shetland complaints against him suggest that Roberts 
in response to representationol relieved him of his tack of 
the foudrie of Shetland, (22pressionst 88-9); howeverl despite 
findings against Robert and himselfq appointed aftiral-depute 
of Shetland 23.2.1577 (RPCI Us 595) and soon in control againg 
being sx. ibject of. further complaints by John Glanfieldl English- 
mano 30'8-1577 (Ibid. 9 630) and Bartholomew Strang of Voesgarth, 5*11*1577 Qbld. 7.0-M-9). Subscribed Robert's bond on his 
release from ward 30.1.1577 (IbId,, 669-7o). 22.12.1578 made 
faith that he dreaded harm from Laurence, master of Oliphant 
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and latter was compolled to find surety LRPCq III, 56)o 110 
acted as 'principal sheriff' of Shetland 19*191581 (ShetlAnd 
Court Books 45)e From than until last years of nobert9s life 
of Shetland. he appears to have continued in administration 
In Orkney 217*%*1584* when he was member of one of his brother's 
courts'of perambulation (RE'09 157, nool=di)o Tovar4s end of 
earl's. lifew however, appears, to have lost his place to 
Robert's son Patrickj who latterly styled himself lord of 
Shetland (21oll, 15919 Balfour Papers$ box 27, bundle 61 
29.59%5r. 9 APS 1149 5 )* This may have occasioned III- 
feeling which saws to have existed between Bruce and Patrick 
(See text; chpa. 59 6)o After Robert's doathq Bruce had his 
seat at Munessl Unstj and built castle there. Ile survived 
Patrick and died In Shetland% August 1617 (0 &S Tests. MO 
CC-17/2/1)- 
BRIUCE6 VAtter (1567-93)- Servant of Robert throughout. his period in 
north. Illegitimate son of one, of lairds of Clacl=annanq he 
appears to 
, 
have, arrived with Robertq as ho subscribed 4.11.15671 
within days of his masterls arrivals court nutýmonx in which he 
was designated Mbariff clerk (REO, 123j noolvi)# post which hQ 
appears to. havo held for rest of Robartla life* Involved with 
James and, Patrick Menteith# (qq&vo) and others In strife In 
St, Maonus Cathedral in which John DroKn (clove). and two of 
bishop's men were killed LRSSI vis no. 30G) and , 
wAs. ono. of 
those implicated in murder of Adam Dickson 20,, 12*15" (MI 
ILI ý76) for which he was jput to horn And his escheat 
granted to. Henry Sinclair, son of Robert Sinciair '09 Ness 
222912-1576 (ESSt v119 no-794)- Signed and witnessed con- 
siderable numper of docunonts by Robert, notably grants to 
Iventlemen udallers. ", 4-9-1587 (REO9 3111 nooczciii; REO9 
311n; * ., Morton Papers, SRO GD*15071-? 
ýO), and cArlits wifl's 
2*2.1593 to which'he was ý witness (Tbtd*g GDi5o/=38)* 
Other ref#1 20.1.1564 (sic) (RWj 272i no-elvi) 1 18-9-1563 
ý Ivii) s; 31-3*1574 s M0.1, no-78)1 --3-T5-69 (-M'Ot 126t nok 
((alb-Tt-tdo'es 
137s no*W)j 12-3-157F9-ilbid. 9 145, no*lxvDj, 
. 
5-11*1579, (Ibtd, j, 1k8j nooixvil); 
-I-r, 2,1580 (Ibldef '241l no* 
c=lx); -02=. 11580 (Ibid. * 1529 no, lxix); 
(Ibldos 
BUGE, ilonry. Seca Menteith, Patrick. 
CALLENDAR9 Andrev* Attendantl named as one of those to acc=Pany young 
Robert on trip to Francel 11-7-1548 QnW. Iii, no. 2849). 
Granted tack by Robert of lands of Dowhouseq barcny of Kernel 
28*7-1552 ýH-OIY-rood Chrs-s 157-9), 
CAMPBELL$ Roberto His wife, Degis Dryff, was Involved in litigation 
In. Cr4on9ateS,,; 570'(Canangate Court Book* 3),; in minutes of 
CAM* hO, wl*X stated to be former inhabitant of burahq but now 
In Orkneyl presumably thero as followcr of Robertj who van 
superior of Canongate* 
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CA11MCHAELt- David e Vicar - of ý DunrcW 9- named as one of those to accom- 
pany young Robert on trip to Franceq 11-7,1548 ýRSSq Litt noo 
2849). 
CAIRMCHAMt James* Acted on Robert's behalf during his absence abroad 
In Francee brother of Robert Carmichael of Wrightsland (qv*) 
(Dumfries Wits, SRO GD*179/57-9)* 17*7*1548 vitnessecl bond 
by Robert to Robert Votherspoong provost of Linlithgow (PSS 
Lill no*2862)o 
CAMICHAEL, John* Parson of Innernochtyaq named as one of those to 
accompany young Robert on his trip to Francog 11-7*1548 Mgt 
Iiij no. 2849)* 
CAMUCHAELt Roberts of'Wrightsland (1548-6!; ). Chamberlain of Holy- 
rood from befo 
, re 
214*1548 ýýj iiij no. 2862)s possibly being 
major adviser to Robert after end of his minority and dwission 
of his coadjutort Alexander Mylno of Cambuskennethip Accompanied 
young Robert on his trip to France. In 15529 Roberthad to 
find auety that Carmichael would hand over tjowellial of 
Abbeyo and latter was compelled to yield them up, (! Ret 6189 
63.5)o Thereafter constantly found on Robertla businesso 
Notable references Include witnessing tack to George Towers 
of Inverleltho subscribed at KIrkcudbrIght i5al. 1554 01oly 
rood Chro 
, *0 
160)9 and of bond to Archibald, Lord Lornot 6.59 
15550 concerning tocher of Robert's sister Joan (Rage Deeds 
(lot serloo) Is 123)., 12*12.1554 granted lands of Wright&- 
land (RMS, vq no*1240)o Ceased to be chamberlain some time 
before7g"*"ý*155.5 when James Danielaton (qovo) first dcoiMated 
An suchg-but, continued to act for Robartj precepts directed 
to him to Infeft. Sir John Bellenden of Auchnoull In lands of 
W&1kmyln, 1x and Batellhauchiog 12.3.1559 (RMS* Ivo no-1385), p 
and Laurence Bruce of Cultmalindle (qeveMin lands of Loch- 
thrido 19,34565 (nM Lvq no*1593)o ýt 
Other refst 11-7*1548 (RSS9 III$ no#2849)1 12*11*1550 
(Dumfries Writs# SRO GD. 775ý57-9)1 20,, 12*1555 (ADCPt 619)1 
28.2*1553 (Rog* Deeds (lot serles)g it 2744)1 9-7-1559 
(Cenongate Catwt Book$ 199-200). 
CAMCIIAM# Thomase Servant to Robert during his period of education 
In St Andrews (TAj viLl no. 430). 
CATKURT, Adam, Owed C6100 by Robert at time of latterls death for 
YeAr's feet 4-2*1593 (Edino Tests*$ SRO CC98/8/30)o 
CATHCART, David. See Alkman, Math ow, 
CAVERTON, iohn'l, of Shapinsay (1574-93). First appears in Orl'ney on 
assize$ 23-1-1574 ýR_W, 1349 no-lx) and theroafter constant 
member of Robert's imnediate circle of lieutenantmg vith 
such am an John Dishington, Patritic 34onteith and David 
SCollay (qqove) described by Storer Clouston an #parasites$ 
(1b1d*q p*lI)* Orkney aid Shetland sources have little 
further to say of him until 15789 but as he appears 30-1-1578 
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an witness to Robert's bond on his release from ward ýRPCI 119 
669-70)l It could well be that he accompanied his master south 
during his troubles* In OrSmey again 9-9-1581CREo, 3o3, no* 
clx=vi) and it would seem likely that he had returned with 
Robert In autumn of 1579t but remained north when latter de- 
parted a year later to become earl* During 80st. lic was at 
centre of Robertlx affairse In 1584, year of Robertts most 
stremous. recorded activity, he acted an sheriff -18 Jan. 
(with Dishington, Monteith and Scollay) ýREO, 2559 no*lxxI)j 
as assizeman on court of perambulation$ 27 Jano ýXbid. j 157t 
no, 91=10 and was cited as having granted letters to Robertt 
12 Novo (Ibideo lxxiii); in July same year precept directed 
to him to Infort earl in lands granted to him by bishop 
Bothwell by exca Lon of IL568 (RMSL vq no-836)- In first of 
1584 references he wax first designated $of ShapLnxayll so 
must Presumably have been granted land there'shortly after 
Robert's-return as earl* He also travelled south several 
times on Robert's behalfo He or Dishington way have been 
unidentified man who approached Courcellex on Roberttx behalft 
30, M586 (CSP Scott viiii 638-9), lhe was in Canongate 
with Rdbert, Aprir_1ý89 (Craven Beq*9 SRO GDA06/338) aiiid` 
precept was directed to him In royal confirmation of Robert's 
lands (Prot. Bko Thomas Auchinleckq SRO NP. 1/36, f*14); healso 
witnessed charter by Patrick Stewart in Edinburgh$ 18*5*1589 
(Orkney and Shetland Paperst SRO RH. 9/15/264), Sept- 1590 
he was almost certainly "John Caprington' who was sent south 
specially by Robert to inform Robert Doves of Movements of 
Spanish barque (CSP-Scott zo 397)- 16*10.90 hog Dishingtong 
and Magnum Houroton Tcq-lV, ) witnessed Robertlo bond following 
on letters of lawburrows granted to Hugh Sinclair of Brough 
(RPCt ivs 539)- JUs spouse was M"garet ALUman (RS31 1xiliq 
235T- Still alive 1601 (Court Book of Shetlandt-11T3 
Other refs: 7-4-1589 (rM, vis no. 1312)1 30-5-1587 (REO, 
310, no*c=t)* 
CRAM=% Alexander* 'Chamberlain$ previously treasurer$ of Holy- 
roodhousee Responsible for repair work at abbey during 
Robert's absence abroadg for which he was granted pension 
244*15SS (Reogo Deeds (Ist series) 111% 1(6". )* 19.12.1556 
stated to be deputy to Henry Drurasond of IRiccarton (q*vJ as 
chamberlain (Ibldel ILq 57) and succoadod Dm=ond*bcfore 
1*11*1560 (_Ibid*l III, 42Q). 
Cfther refist 25.6,1563 (Abbrev* Chrseq SRO 13*14/19 f-135)1 
I&A-1567 (. Mat iv$ no*2557)- 
COGILL, Andrew--; -- Servantg owediC30 for foo by Robert at time of 
latterts death, 4*2.1593 (Edina Testne SRO CC*8/8/30)e 
COPLIAM9 Gilberto Underfoud of Shetlandl granted c-, ission by 
Robert to try case involving Irvings of Sabays 7*6-1569 
(RM9 J,. ',7q no*lvjij)q 
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COUSTON9 Alexander, in Leith# Appears to have acted as Robert's 
agent in Edinburgh during 157015- Stood surety for him that 
he would vacate castle and lands of Westray in favour of 
Gilbert Balfourg 17-3-1574 (RPC9 its 340-01 26-7-1574 
concluded# with Jean Kennedyt a contract for sale of Orkney 
butter (Rego Deeds (lot series) xiiis 256); 28.10.1576 
witnessed tack at Edinburgh by Robert to Oliver Sinclairg eon 
of Edward Sinclair of Strome (RE09 294* nooclxxvi0e He was 
also procurator and witness for Robert 30,1-2578 regarding his 
bond on his release from ward (RPC9 it, 669-70)o 
CRAWFORD$ Duncan* Quarrierg owed C16 for fee by Robert at time of 
latterts deaths 4*2*1593 (Edino Testat SRO CC*8/8/30)9 
CRAWFORD, Jamesq. Designated Isumtyme servitortlof Robert l6. lO. i64z9 
and as former possessor of tenement In Kirkwall (PRS Orkneyq 
SRO RS-43/7 f*92)o Owed f-30 for fee at Robertfs death, 
4.2*1593 (Edino Tests$ SRO CC-8/8/30)- 
CROSBYt Jameso See Aikmans Matheve Mentioned by Peter Fisher (qvo) 
an beingg with John Hume (q*v. )j his hirer on Robert's behalf 
(CSP Scott vo 24). 
CUNHINGj Thomas* Formerly inhabitant of Canongates stated in 
litigation 1570s involving his sons to be In Kirkwall - pres- 
umably am follower of Robertj superior of Canongate until less 
than two years before (C. -nongate Court Book, 402)o May well 
have arrived in islands with Robert in 15679 an witnessed 
disposition by Robert of land in Burness 6*2. t568 (RE09 287% 
nooclziz)o 2-3*1569 acted an procurator fiscal for Robert 
in action against Irvings of Sabay (Ibidiot 125s noolvii) and 
about 3 months later was directed to ýgive samine to Thomas 
Stevenson of land in Kirkwall (RMS% ivs no-2872)- In latter 
reference he is designated bailie of Kirkwall$ but after that 
date there are few references to himq and none showing him 
in Robertlo employ, He was one of two 'baillys of Kyrkwall 
within the Laverok' 3lo5-1578 (RMs 354g nooccxxxi) and had 
presumably spent intervening years in burghq rather than 
earldom, affairxo 
DANIELSTON (Dentsoun)s Jamese Parson of Ardownan 
iI briefly chamberlain 
of Hnlyrood in succession to Robert Carmichael (q*vo)e First 
mentioned in records 17-7il548 (, RSS9 ftis no*2862), he was in 
Kirkeudbri6ht 15.11.1554 HoIXEood Chrsej 161) when$ with 
Carmichaelo he witnessed letter of pension by Robert to 
George Towers of Inverleith. 28*2*1555, again with Carmichael. 9 
witnessed bond to Robert by Thomas McClellane of Auchlene 
(Reg* Deeds (lot series)* 1.274-6)0 6*5*1555 he wan for 
first and only known time designated chamberlain (Ibido, 123)- 
DAVIDSON$ John. Owed E30 for fee by Robert at time of latter's death, 4-2-1593 (Edins Tests*, SRO CC*8/8/30), 
1. ? AYdcoýats. 
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DICK, John*- - -1 Burgess of Edinburgh. Delivered L200 from Robert to Jean Kennedy in Edinburgh before May 1584 (Barnbarroch 
Corres12.9 289)., Witnessed Robert's will, '24a-15-9-33-liorton 
Paporst SRO ref. GD. 150/2233). Possibly related to 
Alexander D1ckq provost of cathedral church of Orkneyj 
married Margaret Bellendens relative of Sir John and Patrick 
Dellendeng and van progenitor of Shetland family of Dick of 
Fracatield (Grant* Zetland CountX Familless, 54). 
DICKSON, James. Servitor to Henry Stawarto master of Orkney* 
Delivered money from Robert to his wife before May 1584 
(Barnbart ch Corrjz 
. 
Z*t 289). Wrote to Andrew Martin (qovo) 
23#11-1585 (Ibidot 340) concerning strained relations between 
Henry and his father# and requesting medicine for pain in 
his head and golf balls for himself and David Moncrelffe 
(q. vo). 
DICICSOH9 Thomas. Servant$ oved 930 for fee by Robert at time of 
latter's deaths 4.2.1593 (Edina Tests*$-CC-8/8/30)- On 
assize before David Scollaye Patrick Menteith and John 
Caverton (qqovo) c-onceraing Robertts apprising of Halcro, 
lands in Brough# Rousay (RM, # 1609 noolxxiii). 
DISHINGTOSs John (1572, -93)., Robertfs chamberlain as fouar and earl 
of Orkneys discharging same function under Patrick (Court , 
Book of Shetland passimi Donaldson$ Shetland Life under Larl 
Patrick, 29 14)* '"F-irst'appears; in Robert's service 1-11-1572 
when$ as co-principal with William Elphinstone and James flay 
(qqovo),, and with Adam Bell and Laurence Bruce (qqovo) an 
cautionerns he concluded contract in Edinburgh with James 
Marshall and William Menteith (qq. vo) for sale of Orkney 
bere (Rego Deeds (lot series) xq 211). His early history 
In unknown% but it is possible he had Orkney connections* 
A Margaret Dishingtong spouse of Edward Sinclair of Strom. 
ne", was granted tack of land in Scockneang Rousay 22*10*1549 
by Robert Raid (Craven Beqes GD-106/330), and William 
Dishington witnessed disposition by William Sinclair, son of 
Magnus Sinclair of Varsetter to Edward Sinclair of Strome of 
land In Essinquoy$ Grimsetter and Cletts 15*4*1550 (RE09 
240i noocxxix) - thoughAt should be borne in mind that 
later Scottish name Dishingt6n sometimes represented a 
Scotticlaiing of Orkney name Dischen (from farm-name Disherg 
North Ronaldsay# or Dimheng Stronsay)a 13-10-1574 he' 
represent'ed'-Robert before'ýrivy 'ýouncil In appeal against 
royal letters procured against Robert by Patrick Bellenden 
(RPC* ILq-4Oq-; lO)e First known appearance in Orkney was on 
assize of Wappenstei! j Court at Yards 24*2*1580* one of courts 
hold by'Robert during his brief return between his escape 
from Morton9s attentions and'his investiture as earl, (REO, 
1509 noolxii)o 10*1. @1582 appeared for Robert and his wife 
at latter's Infeftment in land In Westray Q0SRf 199, -73)- 0, no Thereafter closely'involved with Robert's doingso together 
with John Cavertong Patrick Menteith and David, Scollay (qq,, ve)e 
Some time before 4o5ol581* he delivered various sums from, 
Robert. to'jean Kennedy (Barnbarroch Correspot 289) And was at 
81.8. 
that date designated chamberlain on first ]known occasion. 
During 1584 he was one of those concerned with implementing 
nobort's policy against udal familleat being sheriff depute 
In case of Magaust Gilbert and Edward Irving$ 
55, no. lxzi). He also served 27*1--1584 on court of 
perambulation of marches of Sabay, Toab and T"cerness 
ý. Ibfdoj 1571 noolxxii)* Thereafter continually In Robert's 
service as baille, in that partq sheriff deputos witness and 
commixalonere He was one of those appointed to check marchax 
of lands of #gentlemen udallers's 4*9*1587 ýIbld-v 311# 
no*czcIII et &I)* He$ Caverton. aad Magnus Houraton hold 
court 16. OiI5900 whan, Robert found caution before them 
ýR. PCI Ivg 539)o First known reference to him as commisouT 
.1 V6 no*19022). 
Witnessed. Robertla will was 2. BZ1591 CM 
2,2*159 (Morton Papers$ SRO GD*150/2238) In whLeh he received 
discharge of his Intromiaxions as chtziberlain a-id was subject 
of clause by Robert seeking Patrick'& ratification of 
pension to him* 
DOWESt Thomas* ? Postj owed CIO for foe by Robert at time of latter's 
death% 4*2*1593 (Edino Testso SRO CC*8/8/30)9 
MUMMOND% Henryt of Riccarton., Chamberlain of 11olyrood in succession 
to Jawos, Daniolston (qovo) being first designated as such 
19#12#1556 (Rego Deeds Ust series)q lit 574 Succetded by 
Alexander Chalmers (qov*) some time before Iollol%0 (Rego 
Deedullat series), Hit 4210)# 
DUFF9 Donalde Owed JCIO for fee by Robert at time of latter's deathq 
4.2*1593 (Cdin* Tests&, MIO CCoB/8/30)o 
DMMAnj Altzandere. Owed CIO for fee by Robert at time of latter's 
death Wine Testsot SRO CC. 0/8/30), 
DU=Ast Alexandort older and younger* Soldlersl each owed C30 by 
Robert at tize of his deathq 4*291593 (Edino Testsol SRO 
CC. 8/8/jO), - 
DLMIMS, George* Servantl brother of George (sic) Dundas of that 
Ilke Probably one of those accompanying Robert on his first 
arrival in Orkneys autumi 1567* Witnossed letter of, penaion 
by Robertto Jmen Balfour of Pitteadroich (with Adam Bell% 
William Fergusont and James Konnodyq qq*v*)j "37,7*1567 
(TTql=a*d Mrs g 300a He van one of those implicated in 
killing of bishop's men in St Magnus Cathedral$ 17-3*1568 
ýRss$ vij no. 306)* 
F. LPMNSTOng Gavin* Itobartts %aistar householdt Implicated in 
his treasonous overtures to Denmark, 1572-4. Stated in 
E=1aints to have mado his way across North Sea In 1!; 72 with 
Henry Sinc4alr (qeve), Robert's IchalmerchleldO, to render- to 
Da:, Axh king supremacy and dominion of Orkney and-Shetland 
ip,, 3),. Records In Danish archives suggest that his trip was 
wide rather. later and with rAther Uss conclusive results 
than EMlaint* would, indicate (Deputy Keeper Reportsf, 
3190 
46th rep. (1886) &pp. lit 24). Ili* further connections with' 
Robert are notably obscurej only other reference to relation- 
"P between them being an allegation that Robert permitted 
him to fight single combat with one Patrick Clark (Oprrossionst 
9)* He vast howeverlinotunUnown, In Denmarke 26,8*1568 he 
had been wessenW fraim Regent Moray to Danish Ung (De 
Keeper Rerorts# 47th rep* (1886), app. j418)t and 18-7*1570 
letter from Regent Lennox to Frederick 11 of Denm=k suggested 
that he wax In Denmark and had been resý ona lbleg with others$ 
for Imprisot-ment an false charges of his countrywea Alv: =dcr 
Campbell and Archibald Stotart (rbidet 19)4, In letter he was 
described an 11iifamoust and in latterbcmk copy of letter which 
two Danish officials sent back with him in reply to Robert's 
overtureal there is owwginal note describing him as a 
thoroughly untrustworthy ocoundrele It is possible that besides 
his Danish contacts* Robert may have used him because of femily 
contacts with Elphinstone, faimilys 
ELMINSTONE, John* Servitort witncxs at Linlithgow (Robert being In 
ward there at'timo) to contract Of sale between P-Obcrt and 
Alexander Stewart of Sootatounhill for sale of OrUney Producet 
14,10,15V (Reg* Doeds (lot meries)# xvit 327)o 
WHINSTONE, Nicol* Designated servitor of Robert 1-5-1557 (Rego 
Deeds$ (lot series) 11$ 139) and concerned periodically with 
Robert's affairs for next ýO yearal but not one of his regular 
I=cbmA-n; 1*9*1!; 59 witnesoods with William Gordon (q*ve) 
charter at Holyrood by William Browng vicar of Barrot with 
Robertlo conoentl to Thom" Bro%--rno granter's brotheri of 
Barro vicarage lands (RMS9 iv9-id'-X087)- 25.6.15631 des- 
Ignated $captain$, he witnessed'dtaposition by Robert to 
Robert Norwel, Vof $place of the Gremaidol (Abbrevo Chro-9 
SRO Eol4/19 t*135)* PAw-heated for disobedience and escheat 
. i--vt no. 
2415). However, granted to Robert 7-11.1565 Q. = 
reappears In V%te 70sj 157!; said to have warned Xorten of 
his, growingýunpopularity (Melvillel Manoiral 263-09 and 
7-2-11ý78:: ýwitT16800d contract between Robert and Patrick 
Dellenden (hats and D*treetmo Izzig =9)o 
EwlaNsTact Itanys, Servitor. Appears first on some 1579t at time 
of Robert's return north after his imprisonmentj presumably 
arrived with him, and possibly relative of Robertla mother. 
Appeared, on &ssizex before Robert . 
5,41,, 2579 (REOO 14.59 no* 
1xvii) and 2-ý*2#15W Ubldtt 1500 noolyAx)* Granted lands 
of Hammloerfptairstonj by "crtq 2#5olOO CR. Mv vo no-1178)- 
Married Janet'Halcrot daughter of Magnum Halcro of Brough, 
but his connections with Robert failed to prevent her losing 
liar land'in-Rousay to the earl 12.11*1584 (RMj 160* no. 
IXZLLI) 
ELPHINSMUt Wilisuý(1568-934 Brother of Roberts Lord Uphinstonal 
and Robert Stewart's uncle, Granted pension by Robert 
1*8*156a from teindsheaves of KinneLl. and Carriden (RSSe 
vIi#-no91907)*t, Witnesxed Adam Bothwell$* charters t-o' 
Robert-and'hin song 17,7/blank 1= (Reg, Ho, Cirs, q'SRO 
RU-6/=%t Abbrev chra., sRo L. iV2t ff. i46-9). xovember 
320. 
same year he was principal with John Dishington and James Hay 
(qq. v, ) as cautioners In contract with James Marshall and 
William Menteith (qqsv., ) in which money for $setting fordwart 
and avansing' Robertts affairs was exchanged for Orkney produce 
(Rego Deeds (lot series) xt 211), 19*1*1575 warded with Bruce 
of Cultmalindie in south (TA$ xiiis 93) but he wag furth of 
Edinburgh 13*1.1576g when messengerwas sent to charge him 
to find caution that he and Patrick Menteith (qov. ) would 
underlie law In Edinburgh Tolb6oth 17 Oct* next (TA, xiiij 
136). 20 Dec. same year he was himself charged as sheriff 
eeputo of Orkney, to apprehend Menteith and 29 others at 
horn for slaughter of Adam Dickson (RPCt'iI*, 576). He may 
well be the William Elphinstone who was appointed Isewarl to 
the king for life 18ol#1581 (RSS9 viiIt'no. 88) and granted 
Oi&of escheat of fruits of subdeanery of Orkney for 1580t 
fl-bidos viiiii Ad-373)- 7-4-1589 granted charter by Robert 
of lands of Tresness, Sanday ýRMSq vi*, no. 1312)e He married 
Janet Henderson ef Fordell (Scots Peeragel Ilit 533)- 
ESPLINE9 James. Officer of Laurence Bruce of Cultmalindie. Fined 
Magnus Johnson in Uredale and others for not coming to cast 
peats at Papil, and poinded 7 cattle from Ola, of Islesburgh 
for not declaring catching of basking shark (Oppressions% 
699 70)- 
FERGUSONs William (1567-74). A William Ferguson witnessed-disposition 
by Williams son of Magnus Sinclair of Warsetter, to Edward 
Sinclair of Strome of land in St Ola, an early as 15.4.1550 
ýREOt 21kOt noscxxix)q but it in doubtful if this is same man* 
The William Ferguson here described first appears 17#7.1567zas 
witness to pension by Robert to James Balfour of Pitten- 
dreich ýHoIXEood Chra., 301)0 and his known activities are 
confined to late 1560a and early 15708- He also withessed 
tack by Fobert to Gilbert Wauchope of NLddria4larischall with 
James Bruce and Henry and William Menteith (qqvo) (HolXEood 
Chrs,, 161-2). It is not known whether he was present on , Robert*& first visit to Orkneys but h6 was described as ha*ing 
come thamet to Orkney 10.6.1569 (Roxburghe Xmas aPpa 79 no*12)0 
Presumably after trip south on Robertfs business* 4,1571 he 
and his spouses Katherine Hamilton, were granted tenement In 
Kirkwall by Alexander Dick, provost of Orkney, in charter 
sealed and subscribed by earl (REOs 34-4s nooccxxii). lie is 
last seen on assize at Harmanstein court held by Robert 
23-1-1574 (REO, 1349 no. lx). 
FETTIR (? Setter)% Gilberto See Menteithq Patrick. 
FISHMO Peter* Seamang interrogated 10-12-7#1574 for piracy and 
ultimately executed, In the past he had sailed to Orkney 
in the Andro, q returning south again in barque, of John Hume 
(q*v,, )# bringing wares belonging to Robert* Within two 
months thereafter he was hired again by Hume$ James Crosby 
(q6v&) and others* and vent to Norway with them on piratical 
exp6aftions, returning to Orkney where ship they had captured 
was received by Edmund Blackadder. Captured and charged 
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with piracy July 1574 and executed at Leith 2-2-7-1574 and 
hung in chains as example. to others (CSP Scotj vg 2210. 
GARRIOCH11 William. Burgess of Kirkwall$ servitort granted licence to 
travel in South Ronaldsay and other parts of Orkney to ! use 
merchandise#, 1-7-1576 (Irvine of Midbrake Mung-SRO-6ticrofe) 
RH-4/35/388/4t). 
GIBSONg John.,, See Monteith$ Patrick* 
GIFFORD$ William* Named by Adam Bothwell as one of Robertfs lane 
servandiss who actomPanied, William Lauder aouth to Montrose 
and then to Edinburghq together with laird of, Penicuik and 
James Kennedy (qq-v-)t 1.10.1569 (Roxburghe Xuno# APP-7s no. 
GLASSs Rob. 'Wrights owed f-30 for fee, by Robert at time of latters 
deathl, 4.2.1593 (FAin. Tests. $ cc. 8/8`/30). 
GLOMI James. Grieve of Folsetter$ owed Robert E32; *ý'ý69d in malt and 
meal at time of latter's deaths 4*2.1593 (Edin, Test$, $ SRO 
CC*8/8/30)o 
GORDON, Adam, Servitors witnessed charter by Robert to James Pea aid 
Margaret Groat of land in Stronsay (with Alexander Kincaid 
and Thomas Auchinleck, qq. v. ) 12610*1592 (W. v# no*2191)9 
GORDON$ Williamlof Cairston (1559-93),, Servitor* first encountered 
1*9&1559 when'he witnessed$ with Nicol Elphi"tone (qov*) 
charter with Robert6m consent of lands of Barro (see under 
Elphinstonet Nicol)* Does not however reappear until 20.12-1576 
when he was at horn for slaughter of Adam Dickson (see 
Hentelthl Patrick); for his part in this crime he was 
escheated (with Walter Bruce$ qev*) and escheat granted to 
Henry Sinclair, 2.1.15n (RSS9 vils no. 823)'*, 29!; 91580 
witnessed charter Vy Robert to Rany Elphinitone (q, ve) 
of land In CaLrst6nj a How Gordonj possibly relativol also 
witnessed this grants as did various of Robertla other 
followers (RXSfj vqýrk6; ý178). William Gordon also received 
land in Kirkwall (RHSs-viit no*2037) and Cairston at this 
times and he is designated 'of Cairxton' for the first time 
27.2.1504t, when he was present at court of perambulation 
bf march . es'betwoen Sabayj Toab and Tankerness (REOt '157g no* 
lxxt0l his grant would appear to have includ4; d-mill of 
Cairston, How$'Navershaw and"other lands (Rentals, 111* 28), 
He also witnessed two other-deeds involving Robert at this 
time, -exchanges, of land between earlasklMalcolm Groat of 
Tankerness 28.6.1587 (REO), 310s noocxcii), and Magnus Louttit 
of: Lyking 2499,1588 (SiMs, 315i noocxcv)o He was designated 
captain, of castle 13-3-1589 (Craven Beq. s sROýGD. io6/26o) and 
was thug Probably 'captaine of Kirk-4aies who bought one of 
Spanish barqu"elsýprizesln summor. of 1590 (CSP Scots xt 396), 
According, to Storer Cloustow(HistoEX* 305) his-wifewas 
Isobel Browng-a'forvier mistress of Roberts who had borne earl 
a song'and whom-he had granted land in Gairmay ýRPC* iii 488s 
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ý17)*" Ilo died C. %6222, (Rerýtals, iii, 
1 1$) 
GRLGOME9 Henry* 'Owed 930 for fee by Robert at tiMe of latter's 
doathq 4.2.1593 (Edine Testis., SRO CC*0/8/ýO').. ý 
GROATj Nalbolmq of Tankerness (1530-93). Sý-Itorj one of*iolativelY 
fe-i Orcadianis who became prominent In Rober , 
t's service (see 
also-HalCrOs Villiamg of AI1CQrJ3j qeVo). First appears 26.2.1.56,59 
before Robertts arkivall when nummonod before court by 
Patrick Bollenden ax sheriff to Answer for his intrcmissions 
with rents of land In Tankerness (REO 118p nolIiI)* Possibly 
It was conflict with Bellendan on this issue which cmdo him 
sock Robarto Dollenden's long-timo enemyq As maister. 1570 
involved in obscure court caseq but his major recorded 
activities in Robert's time begin d". 4 *121,1580'whan on assizo at 
Robortla VURensieI2. court# Dec., 1ý80, when wl, inossod ltobrýrtlu 
remission of escheat of William Irving of Sabay (Irvine of 
Hidbrake Papers$ SRO (microf. )R! 1,4/3ý/388/41) and on court of 
perambulation of marches of Sabay, Toab. and Tankorness 27-1-1584 
(E-m-s 1579 
_: 
noTl=xiD9 6-2A587 received# in-exchange for land 
In SandAyj 3d udal land In Graomsayq also in Wester Wideford 
from Agnos Sinclair$ daughter of late William Sinclair of 
Warsatter. ýXbldoj 308, no*'cxc) which In turn he excambed with 
Robert$ together vith Id In Holm and other Interestas for 
lands of Linkanosis which wwl had conquest from Margaret 
Sinclair, wIdav. of Magaus. Halcro (Ibide, 3100 noecxcii)o 
Also recorded as Possexisingland fnýDtmcansbyg Caithness 
(Ibld., 341n). 4.9.107 one of Robortlb commissioner* to 
try wwwax of $Gentlemen Uthellers' (IbIdet 311g noacxcUL)* 
K. ist other references to him Are at=ply mentions of his 
presence as witness, Still'alive 9*1191-597 ýTbtdo' 
1104CC00 
s 3231 
Other'refas 30-4-1574 (RE01 293, no*clxxv)j 90901501 
(jbidos 304f, no*c1xx: Fv1 1 19*11*1591 (Fea'pf Clestrain hmos 
SRO GD. 31/4). 
HALCRO9 Williamt'of Akers (1580-93). Another OrcadLan follower of 
Robert t1iough not on -latter's first appearanco, In isl&idoe 
Dorn some timo*beforo, 30*4.1545 (nno,, 2216, no*cxvIiL)* appears 
first-15, U1565 on assize before Va-t"kek Bellandon-concerning 
lands of Twatt LIbido, 120, nooltv) and on 13*3.1565'rocoived 
land InAikers eEd elsewhere from Henry Craigý'*`of nrough 
ýIbldej 2779 noýcW)* lie was At this time ballio of Firth 
and Harrayq post which ho'lostsý for allegod, criminal activity, 
on caming of Robert (Rotburghe Ifut-ist appe7l noo: l), @ Robert 
regarded him 
, 
in these early days as supporter"of Itagaus 
Halcro, of Drough And thus enemy, and he was named by William 
Henderson as Implicated in bond instigated by Patrick Dellonden 
against R, obert (together with William Moodie$ Nagaus Halcro 
and Gilbert Dalfour)a However referencen'to William Halcro 
after death of his relative, 11agnus suggest that. he, had 
changed his allegiance. On assize 7-11-1578 Ln'court hold 
by Patrick Menteith (qv*)'(RM* 141l noolxv) and almost 
exactly year later playad'same role In Althallaw C4urt hold 
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by Robert after his return from ward (REo, -, 145l no*lxvft)* 
27.2.1580 there was final echo of his formexý allegiance when 
he was named am defender with deceased Magnus 11alcro In long- 
standing caso io, be heard by Robert (Ibid**, 1520 no*l=); 
however thereafter all evidenco, suggests allegiance to earlo 
27-1--1584, in court of perambulation of rmurches of Sabayq 
Toab and Tankernexe (Ibid*, 157, no*lxzii) and 12 Hove next 
year he was bo 
, 
th Interestedparty and member of anxime in 
process of apprising raised by Robert against: Margaret 
Sinclair$ rolict of Magnus 11alcro' In which he retained 
possession of his lands In Drough: Roumay (Ibid. * 162* 
noel=110 - thoughl to be fair$ it seems more likely that 
his right to land In Brough derived frets bks wIfet Margaret 
Cralgieg then from his blood ties. 44*1587 appointed 
commissioner to try marches of lands of 'Gentlemen Uthelleral 
(Ibidot 3129 no*cxciii), S3cond wife Margerat Bruce - possibly 
one of Robertfs Bruce ralativeso Died some timo after 30-4-1593 
(Zbtd, t 450). 
Other refol 18.9.1566 (RE09 375t no-ccxxxvIII)t 1500 (Ib1d, $ 
2930 no*clx=)l 2.5*1*159-1(Ib1d*q 3060 nooclxxxix)l 20*2*158!; 
(Ibtd*l 165$ noolxziv)l 26.2.1586 (Ibldo, 3570 no*CC3=iv)l 
C-M, 1587 (Ibidet 3009 no*cxc)o 
ILWER9 Jamese See Menteithl Patrick* 
11AYg James* (c*1572-814) Origin obscure, though possibly related to 
William Hay, son of George Hay In FreuchnLe# presented to 
archdoaconry Of Shetland 16.3.1586 (RSS1 Hilo no*13Lv)- MAY 
originally have been servant of Ad*= liothwolls since first 
mentioned in charter by Archibald Douglas* subdeacon of 
Orkney* to Patrick Bellenden and his wife Of lands of sub- 
deaconryt ý*8*1568 ýM$ 2879 no&clxz)t which he witnessed 
with Francis Bothwell and Alexander Kincaid (qovo)s document 
being signed by other cathedral dignitaries including Magnus 
Halcz - 22-7*1572 witnessed disposition by Jez e Tulloch to 
Elitabeth Kinnaird and her spouso Gilbert Foulsio of tenement 
in Kirkwall (Ib1d, v 345, nooccxxiv), This document dated 
at Kirkwall ZF-Leith, latter being venueq 30-7*15721 for 
appending of bishop's seal*, Hay was however in Kirkwall* In 
Nave same year, he was in Ulnburgh with John Dishinoton# 
Willi= Elphinstone (qq*vo) and others concluding contract 
(Rage Deeds (Ist merics)v xl-211), and designated for first 
time servitor of Robert* Again mouth two years later, when 
26-7-1574 witnessed co6tract of sale by Jean Kennedy with 
Alexander Ckniston (qvo) and'Edvard Little for sale of 
Orkney, butter (Ibid., xiii, 236)o Previous day ponxion to 
his from Robert passed privy seat - of land anrýqals and 
other-'roiiits formerly pertaining to cathedral chaplains from 
Ichannons landst in Dunrossnesug Gulberw1ckq Burraq Weisdales 
Sandatingg Yell, Fetlar and Unst (RSS9 vis no. 26ii). Two 
years after this he wm in Edinburgh, witnessing bond con- 
eluded by Roberts then in wardl with Jamen Sinclair of Brows 
6-7-1576 (Acts and Decreetst 1xills 339)- Still in Capital 
""8 October same year wheng at castle, witnessed tack by 2 
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Robert to Oliver Sinclair$ son of deceased Edward Sinclair 
Of StrOM09 of lAnd in Rousays Dearness, St Ola and St 
Andrews (ME01 2949 no. cl=v1j). This 18 last dated reference 
to him; last. notice In in enclosure in letter from Robert 
to Sir Patrick Vaus of Darnbarroch 4,!;, lr84 (Darnbarrech 
Correan., 288)t stating that memo time before he had 
delivered f-100 to Jean Kennedy In the mouth* 
IMMEMSON9 Cuthbert* Brother of William Henderson (q,, vo) and his 
successor both an treasurer of Orkney and vicar of North 
Ronaldsayo Neither of these men were servants of Robert In 
strict senses though they undoubtedly served him from time 
to times They in fact arrived an functionaries of Sir John 
Dollenden of Auchnoullq and Cuthbert Is recorded as having 
written to Bellenden concerning affairs in north 4*2*1%8 
(Roxburghe Huns, aPPs7s no*2), He was also in touch with 
Adam Bothwell and relayed bishop's attitudes to Roberts 
10,6.1569 (Rotburghe Munes aPP-70 no. 12). Howoverg only 
other document which links his name with Robertle In dated 
(spuriously) 20*1*1564 - charter by Robert to William Moodie 
of Dreckness of land In Outer Strooneast witnessed by 
both Henderson brothers (RM, 2719 noclvi)o With one 
exceptions other references to him In REO showing him acting- 
as notary - that exception being tack by him to Robert 
11(ondorsong son of his late brother Williams 1*8o1595; ýT_bidos 
320, nooccii)o Survived both Stawart,, -aarlat beipg xtil'- 
active - $an old and godly gentleman' - in 1617 (Smithe 
The Murch In Orl(n2X, t 234)o 
HENDURMINg Williarae Treasurer of Orkney and vicar of North Ronaldsay* 
Its first appears (in south) an Dingwall Pursuivant and In 
frequently referred to In TA In his capacity as royal mezzo: nC)or. 
Arrived in Orkney about 1563 with Patrick Bellenden (091,133, 
no*65) An factor of Orkney land of Bellenden! o brother the 
justice clerk, Like his brotherl Cuthbert (qov*)t he wan 
never servant of Robert as sucht but on latter0n arrival he 
had little choice but to servo him* 16-1191567 - 1*6-1568, 
still designating himself Dingwall Purouiva: atj he wrote five 
letters, four to Sir John a:, id one to Patrick Bellendeng which 
show him in Robertts train (Roxburgho Nmes aPP#7 Pasaim e 
With him at-Gorn, Sandwick, ý7*3-1568 when setting of St Magnum 
Cathedral took placeg and his letter of 20th to Sir John , Bollendens accompanying another by Robert himself, was devoted 
to explanation ofwhat had happened and attempts to exonerate 
Robert (Robert's letter was briefer and aimed more at promise$ 
of annythement)l also wrote to PAtrick Rellenden at same timee 
With Robert on first visit to Shetland and wrote to Bellendati 
from Scalloway 1*6*25684, This letterl like that of March 209 
treated of Robert's actions and intentionsl and seems to have 
been written at Robert's behest to cxplain these In the slightly 
loss emphatic third perzone Like his brother, William Henderson 
in first (7) mentioned in Robert's eccentrically dated charter 
to William Moodie (see Henderson, Cuthbert)e After fading of 
Bothwell and Bellandens from scenag his activities as church. 
man and lawyer were less involved with those of Robertg though 
3250 
ýhe was cn Itarmenstein assize before Robert 23-jo1574 (-11r-0, 
134s no*lx)* However by far hie most significant act of these 
years was to undertake commission with William Moodie 9*11*15776 
(Rpc, to hear complaints of Shetlanders against 
Laurence Bruce of Culftalindie (q*v*) which was done rebo 1577 
(2aressional 1,549) 1 it was Henderson who travelled south 
to lay commiissioners' findings before privy council 24.4,1577 
ýRPC, ilt 616-8)p 1578 presented to parsonage of Stronsays 
there being some temporary disjute regarding presentation 
5#12*1578'(Ibidst His 53)s and lie was granted tack by Robert 
of Und In North Ronaldma](* which he was ultimately to bequeath 
to blix. -family (Sheriff Thom Paperxj SRO GDol/2212/217)* Died 
15821 "buried Invathedral (RCAHKS Inv* 0& St 132)e His 
wife wax Margaret Bonarl, and he had a awl Robert* 
jffj=a"1 tiounce,, #of Denmark$ I spdUed John of Hull with Thastas Knight- 
son (q. v*) and took It a3d its car%W to Orkney where it was 
kept by Robeiis 14.3.158,5 (csP scot, i_ý_5jO. Seems quite possible 
that he way be Identified with. Magnue Heinasong Faeroese hero 
granted exclusive rights by Frederick II of Denmark to carry 
on trade between Denmark and Faaroej- he spent some time 
clearing seas of privateeral notably Miglish onest and built 
fortification at Skanzint overlooking Thorshavno The son of 
Hainet preacher who-brought Reformatkon to, the Facrocat he 
was ultimately hanged In Copenhagen for taking and scUlng 
an lhglish xhipe Later stated to be Innocent$ bin body-was 
exhumed and buried in Copenhagen with great pompshis original 
accuser being executed4or the crime* (IThe Facrogs's 
Encyclopnedia Britannica; Williamsong The Atlantic IslandS, 
221 Russell-Jeaffresong The Faroe Islands, 19-20)o 
HMIOT9 Johns, Baxter# *wed QIO for, fee by Robert at time of latter's 
deathq 4#2s1593 (Edin. Testsel SRO CC. 8/8/30)@ 
HOUR. "'), Mg Magnum* Keeper of Robert's girnel. rArly references to 
him (1580i 
-R. 
E-OL 293j nooclx=t 28*1*15811 lbide$ nooclx=iv) 
associate him with'John Houston, prebendary of St Peter$& 
Stouk and schoolmaster of Kirkwall, of whom he was stated to 
be servitor 25*1*1581 (Storer Clouston In careful to draw 
distinction between John t1ouston6s essentially Scottish surnam 
and Hourstong M*gnus's name$ which shows him to be Orcadiaut 
and probably not relative of his master)* Witnessed charter 
by Houston as late an 1596 (RE-09 360, no*cCXXXV)o Howevers 
23@11*1585t James Dickson (qovo) in letter tokidrew Martin 
(qov. ) relayed to latter. -good wishes of number of *men 
following after19 including Magnum Houroton (Harnbarroch 
Cqrres. nY**", 341)q 16,10. i5go held court with John Cishington 
and John Caverton kqeve) (Mo ivt no*539) and in RobeAla 
will he was granted dIscha; -ge of his Intromissions with 
Robert's victual an keeper of his girnal (Morton ftpers$ SRO 
GD. 150/2238)o 
11WE, John* Soo ALUmant Mathews Mentioned by Peter Fisher (qovo) 
as boingg with James Crosby (q*v*) his hirer on Robert's 
behalf (CSP Scot v, 24). 
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HUM, Villiam- Soldierl Assaulted Alexander Thomson, vicar of Dun- 
rossnesss on his descent frcm pulpit, 1575 or before 
(Oppressionss 7)- 
IIMIPIU=l John* Delivered 4 chalders bero (worth CIOO) from nobert 
to his wife$ before 4*5*1584 (Barnbarroch Corr=. g 288). 
IRVING9 William# of Sabaye Another of the small number of OrUntymen 
who served Robert (see also Malcolm GroAt of Tankernessl 
William 11alcro of Alkerst Magnus Ikiurston, qq. vo)o Irvings; 
of Sabay were among biggest udal landholders in Northers 
Isles and would seem - to-have attracted Robert's eye for 
this reason* Thoy had already made one attempt to obtain 
official rocogaiti4n of their titles according to Scottish 
practicel James Irving, William's father* had obtained 
from James Va rather curious 'charter' confirming him udal 
possession MO, =209 noocxv)o Robert obtained charters from 
Irvinas of land in Sabay 9*9*1581 ftbldot 3039 no*clxxxVI)q 
and In Twinnessl Messigarg Garth and Carabreck 18*1*1584 
(lbid, l 1559 noolxxi), both St Andrews. He was infeft in 
first of theseq butwhon Magnus, Gilbert and Edward Irving 
seemingly refused to extend and renew the levidents' in the 
second case, Robert prosecuted then in him own courtq Jan. 
1584t and William Irvingq their own brotherl acted an his 
procurator* William was born before Febe 1.5379 and 
featured in the first recorded case to be heard by Robert 
on hiss arrival In Orkney, when he sought removal of one 
of his tenants$ Jolut Aithens frcm his lands (Ibid., 123, 
no*lvi)* Its was also involved In two other c7asen Involving 
the Irvings' proving of their rights to lands of Horrie 
(Ibi d4t I25t no-lviil 127, noelviii)., The month before he 
represented Robert against his brotheraq Dec* 1583t he van 
first noticed an enjoying particular favour of Robart, when 
he was eschoated for harbouring John Aitken (possibly same 
individual An mentioned earlierg but described am *outlaw$)* 
but had his escheat remitted for 'good and thankful servicol 
(Irvine of Midbrake Paperaq SRO (mIcrof. ), R11V35/388/32). 
For his efforts on Robertis beWf he received lands taken 
from his brotheral the latter were ultimately able to wrest 
it from him, though not for another ten years (RM9 157n)e 
William also held land An Sabay (Scarth of Breclmesm Mun., 
SRO OD. 217/141) and had certain rights to peat-cutting and 
seaweed there confirmed by court of perambulations 27-1-15134* 
(RE09 157s noelxxii)* After these proceedings William was 
more seldom in Robert's companyl though he bought boat 
from h1mg 1,585 (Sheriff Thom Paperag SRO GD, 1/212/32)o 
16*12*1589 Robert granted him remission for him adultery, with 
Marjorie Scollay, provided he was answerable to kirl, _1 censure (Irving of Midbrake Papersq SRO (microf*) MI*4/35/388/41). 
Ito continued to be Activo in Orkney affairs until his death 
In 16149 when he would have been aged about 70- 
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Other refiss 18.9.1566 (REOs 375s no-ccx=tvHl); 4.2-1572 'ý(Ibid, j 31*59 no,, CcxxilLT7SQPts 1572 289s noocl=ii)l 
21*1*1580 (lbidol 296l no*ol=ix)j 25.171-578 (lbidet 307 
no*clxxxlxY-; 7.4,1589 (Ibld*9 315f) noocxcvl)l 13*3-1590 (Ibid. g 316s no*cxcvlL); 10*4; 1596 (lbideg-1729 noolxxviii); 
19*8*1597 (Ibid*$ 322s noocciv I Ig. T. -1595 (Ibld*q 173s 
noolxxix)l -19*1*1604 (lbide, 176v lx=i)-, i-4-*12*1614 (lbideq 
382, nooczli)- 
JEFF=* James* See Menteitho Patricke 
JOHNSTONg Andrew* See Menteiths Patricke 
JOMSTON, Jameag of Elphinstonee (1565-8) Robertla $cousingle 
Witnessed charter by Robert to John Movat of land in Randall,, 
7*12,1565 ýM* 282# nooclxiv)s but this doct=entwas sealed 
at Edinburgh and there in no evidence that he followed Robcrt 
to Orkney., 1, -4-1567 he was one of those named (with Laurence 
Bruce of Cultmalindles Robert Leslie of Ardersiorl, Jamea 
Stewart of Eildons qqev. ) an 'friends a. --. d nervandis' of 
Robert In letters to latter permitting him to go abroad (R. SS9 
vo no-3387)- 1.8.1568 orsuited pension frcxm taindsheaves of 
Kinnaill and Carriden (Ibido, vils no,, 1907)o 
Km=ys Jams (1567-74) - Brother of Jean Ken4odyj 'Robert# a wito 
and seemingly Involved in Robertin northern adventure from 
start- T-12-1565 witnessod charter by Robert to John McAfat 
of land In Rendall (RE09 2839 no. 'Clxiv) And'was with Robert 
July 1567 (Pblyrood Chro*. 301) when Robert would have been 
making preparation* for bin first expedition to Orkney* 
Oct. 1569 he was one of servants of Robert who brýVqht 
William Laudees Adam Bothwellts ch=berlain in Shetlandt 
south to Montrose in Robert's ship# en route for Edinburgh 
and his reckoning with his master (Roxburghp Hunot app-7% 
no*18)e In Orkney 2-7-1572% when witnessed disposition by 
Jeromo Tulloch. to Elizabeth Kinnalrd and her spouseg Gilbert 
Foulxieq of tenement In Kirkwall (Ms 346l noaccxxiv) and on 
asisizo of sheriff court hold by Robert in Dirsay 31*3*1574 
(Ibido, 135v noolzi)o 
KEMEDY9 Oliver* (7158009 Son of John Kennedy of Drumellanoo 
Originally servant of A-law Bothwell and as such witnessed 
bishop's charters to Robert of July/Sept* 1572 (OSR* 170t 
no*691 Abbreve Chroes SRO E*14g Lis 147-9)- Howover in 
Orkney 28,40,15769 well after Adam Bothwell had disappeared 
from scene$ and 31-3o%587 he was among numbor of servants 
of Robert who witnessed Crant. by latter to Rany Elphinstone (qovo) (MCI ve no*1170). The Inference$ therefore# in that 
like Alexander Kincaid (qov*) he had switched his allegiance 
to Robort, and In fact confirmation of Robert and bishop 
Bothwell's excambion July 1.534 designated him servant of 
earl (Ibid'os no. 836), 
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KINCAID9 Alexander (71583-93)- 5orvitor- Originally xervant ofýAdam 
BothVell, and possibly relative# like John Kincaid of Warristons 
Who Was in Orkney with Bothwell briefly in 1561 (Nanter of 
Iferchiatons 73-41 
-11LOt 
3429 nooccxxg 343% noccxxilo As ýuch 
witnessed (together with Oliver Kennedy$ q*vo) bishopla 
chartern to Robert of July/Sept* 1572 (Abbrove Chra. t B-141 
ill i47-9)o In Uinburght still seemingly in Bothwell's 
train, Jane-Mar* 1574 (REOt 347*. no. c=xvj Ibid. 9 348* 
noo ccxxvi) but uust have departed toOrkney nut long afters 
as was at horn for slaughter of Adam Dickscn 20.12#1576 
(see Henteitho-Patrick). Appears to have maintained links with 
bishop until bbout 1580 wheft witnessed precept by Bothwell to 
John Drown, of Weyland (Rog., 11o. Chrxeg SRO R11-6/2557) - However 
ammg Robert'a known servants In Witnessing feuar's Infeftment 
in land in "'rbay 9.9.1581 (REO, 3031 no-clx=YL) and Nov* 1533 
he was officially dasignate7n; ýrvant of Robert for first time* (Irvine of Midbrake Papers$ SRO (microfe) SRO MI*4/35/386/32)- 
19*19158.5 Robert Issued precept to him$ with John Dishington 
(qevo) to infaft Jerome Tulloch in land in Quholml Stromnexo 
(RrOs 307, nooclxxxviii)o Thereafter witnessed several doedx 630-ý*1537 (Ibidog 3099 cxci)l 24*9.1588 (Ibide, 3159 noocxcv)l 
12oiO*1592 (PASO v, no*1313))* Including precept dated in 
Canongateg 9X-4589 (Craven Beq*1 SRO GD*106/333) and charter 
by Patrickj master of Orkney$ to Michael Balfour of Hontquhany, 
of island of North Farat dated Edinburoh 18-5-1589 (0 &S 
Papers$ SRO R149/15/260- 31-1-1591 granted discharge to 
William Sinclair of Ustaness (Shetland CourtDook, 158). 
-3o8*1591 Robert granted 6d land In Yinxtay to him and his 
wife, Cl*istian Bryson (RF-09 3171 cxc4x)- 'They appear to 
have had a sont David Kincaid of Yinstayg who was suitor 
of courtf 1.617 ftbidov 398)- 
KINCAIDg John (beforo 1593)o Smithq owed L30 for fee by Robert at 
time of latterýx deatht 4*2*1593 (Edino Tests-* SRO CC*8/8/30)* 
Brother of William Kincaid (q*ve)l his wife was Alison 
Ilog (or iloy, see under Kincaids William)* , 
KINCAID9 Walter. See Menteithq Patrick, 
KINCAID, Williams lot FAlkirkl. Smithq brother of John Kincaid (q. v, ) 
came from Abbotshaughg near Falkirk. lie and his brother 
married two misters Ilessle and Alison Rog Olossack renders 
the 
, -namo 
Iloy, which is certainly plausiblel but at variance with 
the former's testament)e Ila occupied a house in Kirkwall near 
the cathiedrall which on his d"th his wife sold to Thomas 
Knightson '(qovv) whom she later married Olossackf) Kirkwall 
In the Orkney8s =)* Died 15949 buried in cathedral 
(RCA1iHS, Inv. 0& Sq 119 13)- 
KIRKWOOD$ Jenese Owed Cý0 for too by Robert at time of latter's 
death# 4.2*1593 (Edine Testae CCoB/8/30)* 
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KNIQITSON9 Capt. ýbomas. (1585-93) Originally'inhabitant of Pitten7 
wecmg where held property (Pittenweem Write, SRO GD. 69/153)- 
First noted In connection with Robert as pirate 14-3-1585 
when he and Hounce Heneson (q. v. ) spoiled John of Hull ard 
took it and its-cargo to , Orkney where it was kept by Robert 
(CSP Scots Us 516). Next appears Juno 1590, when he and 
George Peterson (qove) took charge of prize ships taken by 
Spanish barque. 'Knightson piloted John Sheringham of Clayq 
Norfolk, to Kirkwall$ with the other ships (Ibides xt 346). 
Survived Robert by 30 years or more (0 & S, Tests. SRO Ccol7/2/1)9 
acted as stoward for Patrick (Shetland life under Earl Patrickq 
2), received land in Aith and was provost of Kirkwall 1629-21 
(Kirkwall Chrs. * 124h). His wife was Bessie Hog (or Hoy)q 
relict of William Kincaid (qov*)o 
LANG JOM. Sea Meiklo John* 
LESLIEl Robertq ot Arderster. One of Robert's Iffiends and servandil3l 
named in letters enabling him to pass abroad, together with 
James Johnston of Elphinstones Laurence Druce of Cultmalindie 
and James Stewart of Eildon (qq. v. ) (RSS6 vt PO-3387)- 
LIVINGSTONq Janet* Sent south on Robert's business before 5,66&1569 
(Roxburghe Munel apP-7o no-11) and with special instructions 
to take his son Henry from care of Sir John Bellenden and 
bring him north to his father* 
LOGAN9 Andrewo Cook$ owed '"' for fee by Robert at time of latter's 
death, 4*2*1593 (Edine Tests, SRO CC. 8/8/30)- 
LYLE, Andrew* Browzter$ owed E20 for fee by Robert at time of 
latter's death, 492*1593 (Edine Tests* SRO CC-8/8/30)- 
LYIZI James. SeeMenteIth9 Patrick. 
McCULU)CH* Alexander* One of Robert's $household men and feallist 
(see Aikmanf, Mathew). At horn with others for slaughter of 
Adam Dickson (See Menteith, Patrick). 
MACK=N* William (1562-3) Servantl paid V*5 in expenses (with George 
Winrames qovel 27-10-1562 (TAI xjq no*205)o 
MARSHALLO James* (1572-93) Two James Marshalls are mentioned In conn- 
ection with Robert; whether they are same person to at present 
unknowable* First reference 1, -11-1572 in to James Marshall, 
burgess of Edinburghl who, with William Menteith# also burgess 
of Edinburgh (q, ve) concluded contract with William Elphinstoneg 
John Dishington and James Hay (qqov. ) for sale of Orkney pro- 
duce (Rego Deeds% (lot series) xj 211), Second reference is 
to James Marshall who was owed L30 for fee by Robert at time 
of latter's deathq 4*2*1593 Win* Tests* SRO CC-8/8/30)- 
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MMIN, Andrew# (C-1582-93) Servant of Robert's sons rather than of 
Robert himself* First mentioned 4-3-1582 (Barnbarroch Correspeg 
239) when Robert wrote to Sir Patrick Waus 01 will on niftway 
admitt him in my sonnis cumpany' because $he handillit the 
uther so indirectlie aganis met* The son was Patrickj the 
'others was in all probability Henry Stewartq master of Orlmoye 
Patrick's elder brother* 23-11-1585 James Dickson (qev. ) 
unother of Henry's servants, wrote to Martin wh 
,o 
was south at 
times speaking of Robert's harsh treatment of , 
his son and 
stating $all this he beiris with sa far as he mays awaiting 
upoun your hiddercuming# quhilkin he daylie lukis for% and 
thinkis verray lang thairtoo. 91 (Barnbarroch Corresp. 9 340). 
Some time shortly afterwards Henry diedg, and Robert wrote again 
to Barnbarroch asking him not to allow Martin Into Patrick's 
company in view of Martin's previous efforts to put him and 
Henry (at variance's and U encourage late hiaster of Orkney to 
seek friendship of earl of Caithness against his father. Ile 
understood that Martin had Henry's testament the never lat me 
be participator thairof*. Notwithstanding Robert's antipathy$ 
Martin remained in Orkney - possibly on insistence of maturing 
Patrick - and he witnessed tack by Robert to Thomas Swinton$ 
archdeacon of Orkney 6,11-1586 (Fea of Clestrain Munos SRO 
GD-31/2)- On Rdbert0s death Martin was owed &100$ (Edin. Test3es 
SRO CC. 8/0/ýO) and he remained in Patrickis servicel in 1614s 
an old want he was executfýd with him (Criminal Trials$ III$ 274)o 
MAYNE$ Alexander. Bowers owed E16 for fee by Robert at time of latter's 
deaths 4.2.1593 (Edin. Tests$ SRO CC98/8/30). 
MEIKLE JOHN. Cook to Laurence Bruce of Cultmalindiýe* Suggested to 
his master that he should seek out Arthur Sinclair of Aith to 
pre-empt aggressive action by latterg and assisted in search 
of Magnus How's house at Aith while looking for Sinclair 
(Oppressions, 
t 78)- 
HENTEITHO Henrye Servantq Vitnessed tack by Robert to Gilbert Wauchope 
of Niddrie-Marischals 19.8-1568 (Hol=ood Chro., 161-2)* 
Deed alsoiritnessed by William Ferguson and William Heriteith 
(qq. v. ), latter presumably relative., 
IWNTEITIII Jamesq of (Easterg NetherY SaItcoats. (1565-74) Brother of 
Patrick Menteith (qevo)s nephew of James Menteith in Easter 
Kerse (RSS9 vil no-306) who probably featured as bailie of 
barony of Kerse, 22.3.1542 (Hol ood Chrseq 154-6) Almost 
certainly James Menteith whog with Patrick and William Menteith 
(qqovo) were named as followers of William Menteith of Randy- 
furd and involved in Itroubill and debaitt' in Falkirk with 
followers of Williamg Lord Livingstong before 22.6.1566 (RPC, 
19 4699 473), 26.5.64 precept had been directed to him to 
infeft Robert in Orkney and Shetland lands (Rego IIo* Chrs. s 
SRO R11.6/1992) and 742-1565 he had witnessed Robert's 
charter to John Movat of land in Rendall (RE09 282, no. clxiv) 
and he would appear to have been involved in Robert's 
expedition north from start. Concernedl with Patrick Me:, teithq 
George Dundasl Thomas Robeson$ Walter Bruceg David Scollay and 
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William Sclater (qq. v. ) in taking of St Magnus Cathedral, 
17-3-1568 (RSS, vis no-306)e In Edinburgh with Robert during 
negotiation of latter's excambion with bishop Bothwellt and 
witnessed associated charter by Bellenden of Auchnoull to 
Joan Kennedyq 18.9,1568 (OSR$ 1620 no. 68). 26.9.1568 respited 
for his part in cathedral killings (RSSI vis no. 505). Middle 
of following years howevers Robert wrote to Bellenden of 
Auchnoull that he had put Menteith from him for sake of 
Patrick Bellenden because he understood that Monteith was the 
'impediment that we war sa lang sindry' (Roxburghe Mun., aPP-7t 
no. 11). Howeverl this statement seems as reliable an those 
regarding Edmund Blackadder (q. vo) as James Menteith reappeared 
again 17-7-1572 when precept was directed to him to infeft 
Robert in bishopric lands in 
, 
Shetland (Abbreve Chrsos SRO 
E-179 Lis 147-8). Thereafter not seen in any of Robert's 
affairs% but on his death in 1574$ he was buried in cathedral 
(RCAIDIS Inv., 0& St Lis 131). 
MENTEITHs Patrick$ of' Saltcoatst later of the Fair Isle. (1564-93). 
Son of Alexander Monteith of 11y1halle One of Robert's 
closest followerst particularly In early period of his rule. 
22.6.1566 involved with William and James Menteith (qqeve) 
in strife In Falkirk with men of Lord Livingston (RPC, is 
469s 473) and also in capture of cathedral in Kirkwall from 
bishop's men$ 17-3-1568 (RSS, vis no*306)o Not mentioned 
In excamblon doc=ents birt-týis is possibly because* as 
later during Robertfs absence south in his troubles of 1370s, 
he was involved in administration o4jslands. On Robertts 
returns he was on assize of Hirdmanstein courts 23-1-1571' 
ýRIEM$ 134s noolx) and on his departure to answer to Morton* 
deputized* 13.8.1576 ordered to find surety to underlie 
laws and 20. D 
, ec. same year 
he was put to the'horn and orderedq 
to be apprehended and brought to justice for slaughter of 
Adam Dickson and other crimes (RPCs iis 576)s with 29 others 
(William Blacks James Brown, Walter Bruceq Henry Buges 
Gilbert Fettirs John Gibson, William Gordon$ James 11arper# 
. 
James Jeffrey$ Andrew Johnston, Walter and Alexander Kin"ids 
James 'Lyle, Alexander McCullochl Peter Monypenny, Alastair 
Hurrayg John Morrison$ Alexander Orrq James-Orroks James 
Reddoks Walter Reldpetht John Robertsonj Thomas Robesons 
Edward Scollays James Stewart, Alexander Sutherlands Hew 
Tarrells Edward Tullochs Williain Yorstono qqovo). Nothing 
seems to have come of thing and 7#11-M8 he was named as 
sheriff depute - presumably in full charges since David 
Scollay (qov. ) was named as his substitute (REO, 1409 no. lxv)* 
After Robert's final return as earls, heg with John Dishingtons 
John Caverton and David Scollay (qqev. ) acted as justices in 
courts when Robert himself was himself litigant - as in 
cases of Halcros and Irvings (18,1.15841 RM, 1559 noolxxi; 
12911.1584, EM-s 160s no. lxxiii)l in case of Irvings, he 
was designated for first time Oof the Fair Isle*. Died 
1597, buried In cathedral (RCAIB4S Inv, 0& S$ 131). 
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IIM=Tlll Yilliam (71566-709 There are two William Menteiths 
concerned with Robartla affairs who may or may not be single 
individual* Firstly there is William, brother of Patrick 
Monteith (clove) and son of Alexander"'Itentelth of 11y1hidt, 
involved in strife in Falkirk with followers of Lord 
Livingston$ 22A. 1566 WC, 1,4699 473)1 he in almost 
certainly same individual who witnessed pension by ]Robert 
to William Elphinstone (qov. ) 1.8,1568 (RSS, viij no*l ") 
and carried letters by William Bender 
, son qv*) and 
Robert 
from Orkney to Bellenden of Auchnoull. (before zoe3.15689 
Roxburgho tlune% aPP-7t no. 3). The second William Mentaith 
was bower burgess of Edinburgh and acted with Alexander 
Couston (qsvo) and others an nobert's agent in Edinburgh. 
1*1191572 lie was party to contract with William Elphinstanes 
John Dishington and James llay whereby he paid C31*0 for further- 
cu-ico of Robert's affairs b return for Orkney produce (Rego 
Deeds (lot series) xq 211)* 18414.1573 he was cautioner for 
Bruce of Cultmalindle (cleve) in his obligation to malco just 
account and reck: onlng of his intromissions an foudq sheriff 
depute and chamberlain of Shetland (Ibides x1ij 130)9 and 
170-1574 he was surety for Robert's vacating Noltland Castle 
and Gilbert 13alfour's lands In Wastray ýRPCI ilt 340-1)- One 
of these Villiam Montelths was buried in St Magnus Cathedral 
(RCAIM, Inv. 0& S9 131). 
M=EIT11j Williams of Randyfurd. Follower of Roberts involved In 
strife In Falkirk with men of Lord Li'vingstcns '=. 6.1566, and 
accompanied Robert in answering summons before privy council 
LnPCj is 473)- Patricks William and James Monteith (qqovo)l 
named at this time an his men, are almost certainly man of 
those names who accompanied Robert to Orkney* William 
Monteith of Randyfurd -ýaz stated to be occupying lands of 
Dowhouse in barony of Kerso which were gra; ited to Alexander 
Chalmer (qov,, ) by noborit !;. 891560 ýVNS$ Iv, no*1662)o 
tKWYP17, WYj Peter* Sea HentoLifis - Patrick. 
jONCnUF7* David* An obscure'tiouree Named an one of the Ogc4itllmon 
following after@ (7) 1, n James Dickson's letter to Andrew 
Martin (qq. v. )$ 23.11,1ý8.5 (Darnbarroch Corresnes 340-4*ý 
Apparently in habit of playing golf with Dickson (lbidl. ). 
Still alive 1614 (REO, 3P2$ noocxoi)* 
IK)CDIEI Magnus* (early 1570s)e His rolationshipwith Robert secma 
curious. Its sole sources Oppresisionst (5) states both 
that he granted Moodie, his bond of maintenance and that 
Moodlo, wan# with otheing'. *1banished without order of lawle 
11is-ralationship'with his'naster was prcm=ably a stormy 
ones but no further details are given. 
HOnISONO David, 'Soldiers owed L30 for fee by Robert at time of 
latterts deaths 4.2-1593 (Edin, Testaos CC*8/8/30)* 
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IDRISONj John. See Menteithg Patrick* 
HORISONs William-, Servitors sol 
'd 
bere to James Alexanders chamberlain 
of Adams bishop of Orkney, some time before 18.6.1569 
(Canonante Court rkeýýq 41). 
MMOCII, David* Cook. Probably did not go to Orkney; he and his 
wifeg Isobel Boydq were granted charter of land in Canongate 
by deans of mithst baxters and cordinerss and other officials 
of burght 4.8.1569 (Rego Ho. Chrs*q SRO RH. 6/2158). 
MWAYs Alastair* See Menteiths Patricke 
MURRAYs Alexander% See Aikmans Mathew. 
MURRAY, James., Wright$ owed L16 for fee by Robert at time of latter's 
deaths 4*2-1593 (Edin* Tests*, SRO CC*8/8/30). Possibly 
related to Archibald Hurrayf, wrightq accused of rebellion 
with younger Robert Stewart$ 5,1.1615 (Criminal Trialog 273), 
MURRAY, John. Servant. With George Winram (q. vo) received C35 from 
treasury for waiting upon Robert in Abordeeng Dundoe, e - Perthg Stirling and Edinburgh,, 1911-1562 - 1-3-1563 (TA* 
=it 250-1). 
OSWAIDO William. Smithl owed C-16 for fee by Robert at time of latter's 
deathl 4.2-1593 (Edin Testsoo SRO CCe8/8/30)* 
ORR9 Alexander. See Menteith, Patrick. 
ORROK, James. See Menteith, Patrick. 
PAPIAY9 Stephen. Dailie of Kirkwall. Never designated as servitor 
of Robert as sucho but involved in his administration never- 
thelesx* Sheriff substitute for Patrick Itenteith (q., v. )q 
sheriff depute during Robert's absencel soon after 7-11-1573 
(RE09 1400 noolxv) and on assize of All hallaw court held 
by Robert 1591191579 (lbid., 1459 noolxvii) aod court at which 
Robert prosecuted Halcros of Broughs. 12*11*1581* (Ibid., 1629 
no. lxxiii). 
Other refas 19.1-1565 (RMl 276l nosclix)l 1.1/10*2.1,574 
(lbido, 347, nooccxxv); -9*6.1575 (lbides 137, noolxii)o 
PF-NICUIKq John, elder (1560-78) 6.8.1560 he$ his son John (q*v*) and 
his son's wife were granted land in Slipperfield by Robert 
(MIS, ivq no. 2380). lie was presumably laird of Peniculk who% 
with other servants of Roberts came to Montrose from Orliney 
with William Lauder in Oct. 1569 (See Kennedy, James)* lie 
was presumably related to William Penicuik (qv. ). 
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PIXICUIKI Johng younger. (1560-78) Married to Cuphemia Brucej sister 
of Laurence Bruce of Cultmalindie and half-sister of Robert 
himself. Ile and his wifet with his father, were granted land 
in Slipperfield by Robert 6.8.1560 (PI4Sq ivj ao-2380)9 and 
land in Penicuik was involved in their marriage contract (RSSO 
viij no*1102)o 5-8-1577 stood caution (with others) for 
Robert that he would remain in ward in lAnlithgow (RPCq iij 
622) and 30-1-1578 he did same on Robert9a liberation from 
Linlithgow (Ibido, 669-70)- Presumably related to William 
Paiieuik (q*-vr-,, I* 
PEMICUIKq William* 'Paxson of Peniiiiiko 26-4.1567 witnessed charter 
by Robert to John French of property in Leith (RM9 ivq no. 2557)- 
Presumably same -Parson who received $for his labors ane 
monkin pensiount and VAC) at about time of Robert's first 
arrival In Orkney, autumn 1567 (Roxburghe Ma, v aPP-71 no#1). 
I 
PETERS0,11 George (1588-90) Flemish pirates first complained of 
12*11*1588 by Johan Hendricksong merchant from Emdenj who 
stated that Petersong leading Scots crew% had intercepted his 
ship on Its way from Danzig to Bremenj and taken it to Orkney 
where he had sold off cargo* Peterson claimed to be acting 
on authority of Spanish letter of marque (RPCI iv, 331)- 
During six months following,, named nearly a dozen times in 
English dipl, matic correspondences (CSP Scot 9 x, passim) 
including suggestion by William Asheby to Walsingham that 
man of war be stationed with view to his interception. 
16.6,1589 arrested and imprisoned in Edinburgh (Ibids, 105). 
This resulted in anxious letter from Patrictcq master of 
Orkneys to Sir Patrick Waus 22*6.15899 stating that Peterson 
had been taken in possession of letter from Robert to dixke of 
Parma$ a circumstance which he felt could cause considerable 
trouble (Barnbarroch Corr2s -7ol590 it was reported Z. g 433). 24 
by Robert Bowes that Peterson had been freed on entry of 
Anne of Denmark into-Edinburghl the English ambassador 
stated that he had been told1that Peterson would be re-arrestedg 
but had slipped away (CSP Scott xt 336). After his escape 
he next appears as pilot of one of the English prize-ships 
which the Spanish barque had takens and he went with these 
ships to Orkney Ubidos 358)* When Spanish ship left Orkneys 
Peterson went wit7h-its (1bids 390). 
RATTRAY, Alexander* Letiner Otanner)q servants oved &20 for fee by 
Robert at time of lattees deaths 4.2-1593 (Edin. Testaos 
SRO cc,, 8/8/30), 
REDDOKq James* See Menteithq Patrick* 
REID9 John. 'Coup[? er]t* Owed C40 for fee by Robert at time of 
latterlas deatht 4*2.1593 (Edino Tests. 9 SRO CC. 8/8/ýO). 
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REIDPLT119 Thomas. Probably servantg owed L30 for fee by Robert at 
time of latter's death$ 4-2-1593 (Edin. lTests., SRO CC. 8/8/30). 
REIDPET119 Walter, See Menteiths Patrick. 0 
ROBSON$ John. Cook, owed L20 for fee by Robert at time of latterls 
deathq 4-2-1593 (Edin. Tests*, SRO CC*8/8/30). 
ROBSON9 John* Drummers owed E30 for fee by Robert at time of latterts 
deaths 4-2-1593 (Edin* Testset SRO CC-8/8/30)- 
ROBr=N9 Thomas (1567-87) Servitors first noted 26-4.1567 when witnessed 
charter by Robert to John French of part of 11olyrood Abbey 
kirkyard (RMS$ iv# no. 2557)- Presumably accompanied Robert 
on his first expedition to Orkney and was involved in cathedral 
killingag 17-3-1568 (RSS9 vi# no. 306). William Henderson 
noted 4.2.1568 that he had written to Sir John Bellanden of 
Auchnoull and his wifet probably regarding Bellenden's 
estates in Orkney (Roxburghe Mun. 9 aPP-7j no. 2). 20-12-1576 he was at the horn for slaughter of Adam Dickson (see Mentaith* 
Patrick)e There'are no further references to him until 9-9-15319 
when he witnessed sasine to Robert of land in Sabay (_REO9 3039 
nooclxxxvi). Other references to him also name him as 
witness$ 21*8*1584 of gift by Robert to his cousin Mary 
Stewart (Ibid. * 304s no. clxxxvii); 31-3-1587 of charter by 
earl of 1fa-ny Elphinstone (qve) of land in Cairston. REO 
index indentifiesThomas Robeson with Thomas Robertson, 
bailie of 11arrayq but as the two renderings . Robeson and 
Robertson - are used separately and consistently with regard 
to the two individuals$ this seems unwarranted. 
ROBMMSON% Jolm. See Menteithq Patricks 
IIOSSt Patrick., One of Imen following efter' whose good wixhes were 
relayed to Andrew Martin by J=es Dickson (qq. v. ) in his 
letter of 23-11-1585 (Barnbarroch Corresp., 341). 
SANDERSON, Thomas* Formerly in Canongate, 1570 mentioned in 
litigation as owning property there (Canongate Court Bookq 
231)1 stated in court book to be in Orkneyg and was 
presumably there as follower of Robert* (see also - 
Cummings Thomas)* 
SANDILANDS9 John. Noted as delivering &315 from Robert to his wifeg 
4.5-1584 (Barnbarroch Corresp., 288). 
SCARTH (Skarte), Barman of Birsays owed Robert C51-worth of malt 
and meal at time of latter's death$ 4*2*1593 (Edin. Tests. l 
SRO CC*8/8/30)- 
SCIATER, Thomase Workman# owed LIO for fee by Robert at time of 
latter's death, 4*2*1593 (Edine Tests,, SRO CC, 8/8/30),, 
SCIATIMs Willlamý Involved in strife in cathedrals '17-3-1568 (RSSg 
vit no. 306). 
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SCOLIAY9 David, of Toftse Son of Dtmcan Scollay in Kirkwalll ballies 
later provost of Kirkwall and sheriff depute of OrUney. 
Another of comparatively few Orcadians prominent in Robert's 
administration (see also: Groats Malcolm; 11alcrot William; 
Hourston, j Magnus; Paplays Stephen). A David Scollay is 
first mentioned 31-5,1552 as witness to wadset (REO9 246, 
no. c=cxiv)t but is not noted again until 18*9*1%ýhenq noted 
as burgess of Kirkwall$ witnessed narrative of burgh bailies 
concerning theft of William Irving's ship an4 other acts of 
piracy (Ibid-, 3759 nooccxxxviii)* On Robert's arrivals he 
seems to have joined his entourage early ont and hewas 
involved in cathedral killingsl 17-3-1568 (RSS, vis no. 306). 
17-7-1572g designated prebendary of St Augustinel signed 
charter by Adam Bothwell to Robert of bishopric lands of 
Orkney (OSR9 1789 no. 69)o During Robert's absence 1575-80s 
references to him are larg(ly inconsequential, but held court 
9-7-1575 as bailie of Kirkwall (RM-9 137, no. lxii) and some 
time after 7-11-1578 in Harray as sheriff substitute to sheriff 
depute Patrick Menteith (q. ve) (lbid. 9 140, no. lxv)* Procurator 
for Magnus Sinclair of Skaill in protracted court case between 
him and Frazers regarding land in Toabj 12-3-1579 (Ibid*9 1449 
no*lxvi)j 5all-1579 Llbid. $ 145g no, lxvii); 24.2. 
-f5-80 qbid*9 
150, no. lxix)o Nov. 1583 witnessed remit by Robert of escheat 
of William Irving (Irvine of Midbrake Paperal SRO (microfo) 
IUI-V35/388/32)- 1891o1584 acted with John Dishingtong John 
Caverton and Patrick Menteith (qq. v. ) in proseciiti6n by Robert 
ofi-Magnus, Gilbert and Edward Irving (RFOj 1559 no. l=i) and$ 
designated 'of Tofts' for first times was present at court of 
perembblation of marches of Sabayq Toab and Tankernessg 27-1-1584 
(Ibid. 9 157* no. l=ii). Some time before 12*11,1584 on court 
with Monteith and Caverton which granted decree to Robert 
against Margaret Sinclair, relict of Magnus Halcro of Broughq 
and was one of John Dishington's #assessors' in process of 
apprising against James and Henry 11alcro in South Ronaldsays 
20,2,1585 (Ibid** 1659 no*lxxiv)e Still alive 6.2.1587 Ubid*j 
308, no. cxcT -and in fact was provost of Kirkwall for some 
time during period 1586-go (Kirkwall Chrs. t 124), w1ith Robert 
demitted the office tomporarilyg possibly for reasons connected 
with accusations of oppression against him at the time. 
Other refs: 19-7; 1573 (RE09 351% no. cxxix); 30-4-1571h (lbid. t 
293 v no, cl=v) I 0*491ý7-7(Fea of Clestrain )hm, I SRO GD---3171)1 
12-4-IL577 (Mg 2960 no. clxxviii)l 25-1-1581 (lbidog 301s 
noeclxxxiv)-. ' 
SCOL1AY% Edward. Servitor. See Monteith, Patrick. Precept directed 
to him in disposition by David Sinclair of Hunto to his sons 
Edward Sinclairg and his wife, 12A-1577 ýREOv 295, noecl3xviii)o 
Novo 1583* designated (with otheral including David Scollayq 
q. v*q of whom he may well have been a relative) 'servitor$$ he 
witnessed remit by Robert of escheat of William Irving (Irvine 
of Hidbrake Papersg SRO (m1crofJ lulo4/35/388/32)o 18*5; 1t8q 
witnessed, in Edinburgh,, charter by Patrick, master of Orkney, 
to Michael Balfour of Montquhany of island and lands of North 
Fara (0 &S Papers, SRO MI.. 9/15/264)o In later years, as Edward 
Scollay of Stryniel he was to serve Earl Patrick. 
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SHAW,, John. See Dathoks George. 
SINCLAIR9 Edward* Son of Katherine Kennedy# wife of Patrick Dollenden 
of Stenness, by her first marriage to Henry Sinclair of Lvie. 
"10*1588 Robert granted him and his brxithers Oliver nad 
William (qqovo) bond of maintenance by which In return for their 
allegiance earl undertook to aid them in recovering their 
patrimony% said to have been much damaged by their stepfather 
during their minority (Irvine of Midbrako Paperal SRO (microf*) 
lul. 4/35/388/42). 
SINCIAIR9 Henrys 'Chalmerchyldlo One of thosel with Gavin Mphin- 
stone (qove) charged with negotiating with king of Dcrimark. 
with view to rendering to latter 'supremacy and dominion' 
of OrLmey and Shetland (Oppressions* 3)9 thouoh, unliko 
Elphinstonol there is no cyidence that he actually went to 
Denmark* Ilysterious figure$ who does not feature In miy other 
of Robert's doings* 
SINCUIng Oliver., See Sinclair$ Edward, 
SINCLAIRt William, See Sinclairg Edward. 
0117111 11alpart* Servante Noticed only once - 20*8*1591 witnessed 
charter by Robert to Alastair Danko (q. v*) and Katherine 
Gocds his wife, of tenement in Kirk-vall (Craven Deqe, SRO 
GD*106/81). 
S-11T116 JoIris Officer of Laurenco nruco of Cultmalindle (q. v. ). 
Complained of in 01"pressions, M)s no having exacted a cow 
from Ola Langskaill in payment of lispund of butter; 
possibly also undertotrd. of Dunrossness (lbid*s 75)- 
SHIT110 Robo Bellmang owed JCIO forTee by Robert at time of latter's 
deathq 4*2*1593 (Edin. Testsog SRO CC. 8/8/30. 
STANNOQUOY (? Stenaquoy)o Chrterg owed LIO for fee, by, Robert at timo 
of latterls deathl 4-, 2*1593 (Edin. Testseq 5110 CC. 8/8/30). 
STEVLNSMq Roberto See AiVzica, j Mathew* 
STEWARTj Alexander* Servitorg Scuar of kirk ef Dunning$ natural son 
of Alexander, bishop of Murray (Reg. Deado (lot series) ill 2118) 
26.6.1566 witnessed contract between Robert Stewart and Peter 
Blaclofood (Acts and Decreetsi'zxxvq 3.35)o Robert granted him 
pension as tutor for hia own son$ Alexunders 4-7-1.167 (Rea- 
Deeds$ (Ist series) ixs 157)o 
STVJART$ J=cs* Seo Hentaithg Patrick* 
STEWARTj Johng of Eildon. (71552-67) One of Robert's followers ara.. "ited 
letters to depart with him to France and Gormanyq 1,4,15G7 
(RSSt vt no-3387). - Possibly also John Stewart, son of late 
J=ez Stewarts abbot of Dryburghs granted obligation by Robert 
15*1*155. q for lauda trow and thankfull service' during his stay 
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in France, and whose pension together with that of Nic6l 
Elphinstone (q. v. ) was escheated for disobedience 7-11.1565 
ýRSS, v, no. 241.5). 
STEWART9 John. Porters owed C30 for fee by Robert at time of latter's 
deaths 4.2.1593 (Edin. Tests. 9 SRO CC-8/8/30)- 
STEWART9 John. Stabler$ owed &30 for fee by Robert at time of 
latter's deaths 4-2*1593 (Edin. Tests. t SRO CC. 3, fu/3O)9 
STRACIIAN9 Alexander. Wright. Owed VkO 
, 
for fee by Robert at time of 
latter's death, 4.2.1593 (Edin. Testsol SRO CC, 8/8/30)o 
StMIMLUM, Alexander. See Menteith, Patrick* 
SUT11MIAND, James. Servants awed L16 for fee by Robert at time of 
latter's deaths 4.2-1593 (EdIp. Tests*% SRO CC-8/8/30)- 
SIMMUAND9 John* Skippers owed L40 for fee by Robert at time of 
latter's death, 4.2.1593 (Edino Tests., SRO CC-8/8/30)- Left 
'the auld shollop with her haill furnettours' by earl in 
his will (Horton Papers, GD. i5O/2238)# and thus possibly 
Robertle own personal sea-captain. 
TARRELL, Hughe See Menteithl Patrick. 
THMLSON, Alexander. Burgess of Edinburgh, granted money from 
treasury for expenses in looking after Robert *hen hewas 
ill during period up to 9.6.1562 (TAj xis 173)t and also 
for lbreakfastss dinnerst suppers and collatioits' during 
stay by Robert in Edinburgh, Sept. -_ same year (Ibid., 251). 
An Alexander Thomson$ burgess of Edinburglig witnessed instru- 
ment by William Lauder regarding his treatment at handslof 
Adam Bothwells 17-10-1569 (Prot4-Dk. Gilbert Grotel 81 e 
TOWMSO George, of Inverleith. One of Robert's vassals as commendator 
of Holyroodl appearing in various deeds relating to Robert* 
Granted pension by commendator at Kirkeudbrights 5*1191551*9 
for good service (Holyrood Chrsol 160-1). 
TOWP (? Toab)s Wattiee Workmant owed L20 for fee by Robert at time 
of latterts death* 4,2.1593 (Edine Testsos SRO dC-8/8/30)- 
TRAILLs George* Owed LSO for fee by Robert at time of latter's deaths 
4.2-1593 (Edino Tests*, SRO CC*8/8/30)9 'Judging by amount 
lie was dues and fact that he appears in testament in close 
proximity to Andrew Martin$ it would seem that George Traill 
was a man of some minor importance in Robert's following. 
TULLOCII, Edward* See Menteith, Patrick. 
TWATT9 John. Designated servant to 'me lord' - presumably Robert 
in witnessing discharge by Andrew Yinstays tacksman of 
St Andrewsq to William Irving of Horrie of various victual 
debts, Spete 1572 (RE09 290% nooclxxii)o 
1. A prys,, v% Sj6*s powe wcks, prese-Vte"k ibViiOnty 
any%44 sloýjwk&ýev-Aese lok4 ýwv avz 1ýes%fte Ftw; a,. 1hseevAssvfe 
339" 
TWATT (Thwaitt), j William. Servitor* Witnessed charter by Robert to 
Alastair Banks (q. v*) and his vife, 20.8.1591 (Craven Deqos 
SRO GD. 106/81). Granted pension in Robert's will of I barrel 
butter and 6 coils cost yearly from lands of Twatt, 2.2,1593t 
Olortan Papcrsg SRO GD. 150/2238)o 
IWILMMSON11 Andrew (1568-9) Granted acquittance by John 1-: gburg end 
Broune Claus, Dutch merchantol for payment for hoy ship 
M=mne, presumably used by Robert in his exp. edition north$ 
19-3-1568 (Rego Deeds (lot series), Ixt 367)- Bore letter 
from Robert to Sir John Bollcnden of Auchnoul1v before 
10.6.1569 (Romburobe Huntl APP-7t nool2)o No more Infomation 
regarding him to yettavailable, but these references would 
seco to suggest that Andrew Williamson was ono of Robert's 
Uinburgh agents In manner of Alexander Couston and William 
Itentoith (qq*v*)* -- 
WILLIE9 Davide See AII=an, Itatheve 
WINIM, George* (1562-3) Servants granted expenses from treasury on 
nina occasions between Febs 1562 and Feb* 1563 during which 
timo he was with his master in Linlithgow with queen$ 
16-30*1.1562 (TAt xL* 103)1 Edinburght 31.1-16.2.1562 (Tbidopq 
1101 173) Aberdeen% Dundee, Perthl Atirlingg Edinburgh 1.1 -156.2- 
1.3.1563 (Ibido' 250-1); Nt Andrcws9 28,2*1563 Ll_bid-9 250- 
Other refs: IAI xil 15: 11 1599 204$ 205o 
YOIMCN9 Williams See Monteith, Patricko, 
YULCq Robert* Court cleric to Laurence Bruce of Cultmalindioo Carried 
out Bruce's order to compel Laurence Leask, teravit of Arthur 
Sinclair in St Ninlanla Imlo$ -to pay his mails ixid duties to 
Bruce rather than to Sinclair. In face of complaints ggainat 
Bruce's activitleal he was employed by laird to comPel poorer 
and Illiterate membors of Shetland coamunity by threats to 
subscribe testimonial on Brucol's behalf (0-mrossionsl 83). 
Tho following are recorded by their christian names onlys 
Roborts servitor$ witnessed gift by his master to Hary Stewartt his Ttý"-Iia; ýrllv) relative$ 21*8*1584 (RM# 303t 1. nooclxxxvii)t Duncan_ 
and Elias vore both ovod C30 for their fees by Robert at time of his 
dDAITTE-2-1593 (Edin* Testsel SRO CC. 8/8/30)o During his period of 
education at St Andrews$, Robert ilso had In his retinue an unnamed 
minstrel ýTAI viiq '230). ' 
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These maps noeh to indicato the vdiercabouts of most of tho places 
mentioned in the taxt, though problem of scalo have rendcrod it 
impossible to include all tho n=eso In tho case of Orbmcyg con- 
centrations of cited names in relatively small aroas havo neconst- 
tated. the use of numbers instead of n=es in fulls A Itcy to those 
will be found belove 
SCOTUND9 OMNLY Ca SIMTLANDt 
X churches appropriated to the abbey of 11olyrood 
(for moro detailed map of thesov sco Ifintorical 
Atlas of Scottruid, 146-7)- 
Houto of the ISI=iish Darquo' in Scottish waters, 
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DIMAY AND TIM EAMIS PALACE: 
Tho main sketcli is a diagracmatic reconstruction of tho carlis palaco 
and grounds based an 17th vand 18th century plans (neg. Ila. Plansq 
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